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The baste objective of thie study is to determine the patterns 
of reproduction prevailing among the various peoples composing the 
Illinois population* A second objective is to point out the differ­
entials in fertility which set apart the different groups* Wide 
variations exist in Illinois from one area of the state to another 
in the proportions of rural and urban people in ethnic and cultural 
groups, in topography, in kinds of soils, types of farming, and 
general socio-economic conditions* This study therefore aims to de­
termine the association between variations in rates of reproduction 
and these selected factors*
With the exception of trends, the data for this study relate to 
the situation in 19l|0 and are derived from the published reports of 
the Bureau of the Census* The measurement used to gauge rates of 
reproduction throughout this study is the fertility ratio* This 
index expresses the number of children under five years per each
1,000 women in the age group fifteen to forty-four years of age*
Insofar as practicable the results are presented graphically to facili­
tate interpretation*
For more than a century fertility in Illinois has been declining* 
In many respects this decline has paralleled that in the nation as 
a whole* During the past 70 years, reproduction rates for both whites 
and Negroes have declined* Since the turn of the past century, the
x
decreases in fertility among whites and JJegroea and among rural and 
urban people in Illinois have been comparable to those for the various 
geographic regions of the United states.
This analysis shows that fertility varies widely among the town­
ships and counties of Illinois* In certain townships and counties the 
fertility ratios are more than double those in other comparable politi­
cal divisions* The residents of urban, rnral-nonf&rni, and rural-farm 
areas also are set apart by wide differentials in fertility. Amongst 
the urban population, fertility generally decreases as the size of 
the community increases; however, there are significant differentials 
in fertility rates among communities of the same size class*
Although fertility rates are highest for the farm residents, 
intermediate for the nonfarm people, and lowest for the urban dwellers 
in the state as a whole, in 23 counties the rural-nonfarm rates of 
reproduction are higher than those of either the farm or urban peoples* 
These counties are among the more highly urbanised in the state and 
contain large metropolitan cities. It seems that the urban-fring® 
populations living in the vicinity of the large cities are maintain­
ing a relatively high level of fertility in spite of th© urban 
influence* While these data are not conclusive, there is evidence 
to support the hypothesis that the generally accepted inverse associa­
tion between residence and rates of reproduction may be changing 
insofar as Illinois is concerned* Furthermore, it ia probable that 
a large proportion of the state's future oitiaens will b© produced by
si
these urban-fringe families.
Fertility rates are not consistently highest or lowest In any 
one type of farming area among all residential groups* The data 
strongly suggest that differential fertility is more closely associat­
ed with residence than with type of farming. However, since fertility 
rates are highest in the Mixed Farming, Grain and livestock, and FTuit 
and Vegetable areas of southern Illinois, and lowest in the Dairy and 
Truck, Mixed Livestock, Grain and Livestock, and Cash-Grain farming 
areas of northeastern, northwestern, and east-central Illinois, an 
unduly large proportion of the state's future citizens is being bora, 
reared, and educated in the poorest land areas.
As a group, Negroes are slightly more fertile than whites in 
Illinois. However, in cities where the majority of Illinois Negroes 
reside, whites are slightly more fertile. Thus, it appears that the 
urban influence on reproductive patterns is more important among Negroes 
than whites* The rural-nonfarm and rural-fara Negroes are significantly 
more fertile than urban Negroes. The rural-urban differential among 
Negroes is markedly greater than that among the whites*
The data demonstrate that fertility rates vary inversely with 
socio-economic status. This relationship is consistent for the resi­
dents of urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm areas. The results do 
not support the hypothesis that fertility of farm people is positively 
associated with tenancy. Apart from any residential consideration, the 
future replacements for the state's population are being produced
xii
disproportionately by the families with the lowest incomes* levels** 
of-living* educational status and by those residing in the poorest 
land areas*
In many respects patterns of reproduction and differentials in 
fertility in Illinois are unlike those of the other states in the 
oorn-belt region* Moreover* population fertility In Illinois is 
very similar to that of the highly urbanised industrialised states 
of the northeast and the Pacific Coast* Gauged by its general rate 
of reproduction Illinois as compared to the other hi states is fall* 
ing by a considerable margin to produce its share of the future 
population of the nation*
xlil
CHAPTER I 
I N T R O D U C T I O N
The study of fertility is one of the most important divisions of 
demography* The rate of reproduction is basic in determining human 
numbers in a given area and underlies all other vital population 
phmnsammm*
In modern times the birth rate seems to be more important in 
determining the net rate of population change than the death rate*
Yhile deaths have been fairly sell stabilised for different groups, 
births fluctuate from group to group and from year to year* Mortality 
would appear to rank next to fertility in importance of the influence 
which it exerts on the aise of modern populations. fven marriages and 
migrations* although important vital processes in themselves, have not 
been as decisive as births and deaths in recent population growth.
Bistory shows that differentials in fertility have existed for 
many centuries and that different social classes have never contributed 
equally to future generations* She general principle of differential 
fertility has become so well established that it is apparently valid 
for all peoples* haymond Pearl says, "the most cursory examination of 
natality statistics reveals apparent fertility differences between groups 
of hnmaa beings differentiated from each other on the most diverse 
bases • • •"
It is assxmed that social phenomena such as differences in rates of 
reproduction among groups and the changing of birth rates in time are
Oxford University Press, 1939)* p* 16*
^Ravmond Pearl. The Natural History of Population (New Yorks 
1
2
universal and tend to occur everywhere* On this assumption the ten­
dencies revealed fey a study of differentials in fertility in Illinois 
weald he similar to those shown for other similar areas* For this 
reason comparable data for the United States, its regions and divisions, 
the other forty-seven states and selected countries of the world are 
drawn upon to emphasise and reinforce the findings in Illinois.
A* Objectives of Study* In this analytical study of fer­
tility differentials in Illinois, five major objectives were of 
particular importance)
1* To review the historical studies dealing with the subject 
and to siwmarise the present knowledge which comes from the application 
of quantitative methods to factual data*
2* To determine fertility trends in Illinois and compare 
them with those for the United States, its regions, geographic divisions, 
aad other selected countries for which data are available*
3* To analyse reproduction variations in Illinois using fer­
tility data for the counties and townships*
lu To determine the nature and extent of differentials in 
fertility for a number of population groups classified according tos 
(a) urban, rural-nonfarm, and rural-farm residence) (b) residence In 
different sized communitiesi(1,000 to 2,500) 2,500 to 5,000) 5,000 to 
10,000) 10,000 to 25,000) 25,000 to 50,000) 50,000 to 100,000 and over
100,000 inhabitants)) (c) whites and Negroes) (d) types-of-farming areas) 
and (e) selected socio-economic factors for the major residential groups.
5* To compare rates of reproduction in the different residential 
and racial groups in Illinois with similar groups for the United States, 
the other k7 states, and 10 other states in the corn-belt cultural region.
3
B. Definitions. Since the development of statistical tech­
niques and their application to the study of differential fertility, 
various methods have been devised to measure differences in rates of 
reproduction. To help interpret the significance of the fertility ratio 
•used in this study some of the more widely used methods and terms are 
defined.
1« The Crude Birth Rate. This ratio merely relates tha
total umber of births occurring in a given time to the total population
expressed in units of 1,000. Computation for any geographic area is
made by the formula:
Total births during one year x i qqq 
Total population
Obviously this measure has many short-comings. Its calcula­
tion depends upon the nunber of births registered as the numerator.
oAmong others, Smith and fflielpton have for some time insisted on the 
necessity for correcting births for underregistration when making com­
parisons of rates for residence and racial groups. Prior to 1935 in 
this country births were not allocated according to the legal residence 
of the mother. The base population used In the denominator is an
2T. Iynn Smith, "Rural-Urban differences in the Completeness 
of Birth Registration.* Social Forces. XIV (1936), 368-372 and P. K. 
Whelpton, "The Completeness of Birth Registration in the United States," 
Journal of the American Statistical Association, XXIX (193U), 125-136. 
For a discussion of the Census Bureau^ attempt to check the accuracy 
of birth registration during 1939-19UO see, Bureau of the Census, 
"Completeness of Birth Registration in Urban and Rural Areas, United 
States and Fach State, December 1, 1939 to March 31, 19^0,” Vital 
Statistics Special Reports, XXIII (19U5), PP»101-103.
ii
enumerated os* adjusted enumerated population* It is difficult to 
ealcul&te the crude birth rate during Intercensal years by estimating 
the base population. The base population includes all persons regardless 
of age or sex, hence the rate does not precisely measure fertility*
Ihile these are serious disadvantages, the crude birth rate has the ad­
vantage of being easy to calculate and it is readily understood by many 
vho are uninformed about other measures* 3
2* The Standardised Birth Rate* A birth rate, standardized 
far different characteristics, can be calculated on the basis of data 
which are available for the standard population* Marked variations in 
the ages of white and Negro women in rural and urban areas and the fact 
that the birth rate decreases as the ages of women increases make com­
parisons in fertility using the crude birth rates nearly meaningless*
The standardised birth rate gives a true picture of the reproductive per- 
farsance of women in different groups by correcting for these differences. 
For example, to standardise the birth rate for differences in the ages of 
women it is necessary to have the age-specific birth rates or fertility 
ratios for the observed population.^ These age-specific birth rates are 
then applied to the number of women in the standard population, the 
products are added, the result divided by the number of women in the
^For a full discussion of this matter, see T. Iynn Smith, 
Population Problems (New Yorks McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 19U6),
pp.
*̂If the age-specific birth rates for women in the observed popu- 
latlon are not known but are available for the standard population, 
standardization can oe accomplished by the use of the indirect, method.
The results of the indirect method are not as accurate as the direct meth­
od* For a complete discussion of this method consult Margaret Jarmon 
Hagood, Statistics for Sociologists (New York* Henry Holt and Company, 
19U1), pp. 855-85>&w
£
standard and the ratio expressed in units of 1,000, This standardised 
birth rate shows what the birth rate of women in the observed popula­
tion would be if its age distribution were the same as that of the 
standard population*
3. The Met Reproduction Rate. This is probably one of the 
most precise measures of fertility that has been developed*^ Its value 
arises out of the fact that either the age-specific birth rate or the 
fertility ratio can be used in its computation*^ According to the 
Bureau of the Census, "the net reproduction rate represents the number 
of daughters a cohort of 1,000 female infants beginning life together 
would have during the course of their lives if the cohort were subject 
to both the birth and death rates at each age level which prevailed at 
the time specified*
An outstanding advantage of the net reproduction rate is that it 
shows the extent to which a given cohort of females are replacing them­
selves from one generation to the next* If the net rate is 1,000 it 
means that the population is stationary* If the rate is above 1,000, 
the population is increasing and if it is less than 1,000 the population 
is decreasing* The chief weakness in the net reproduction rate is the
^For the development and method of calculating this index see 
Robert K* Kuczynski, Fertility and Reproduction: Methods of Measuring 
the Balance of Births and Deatha (New York: The Falcon Press, 1932),
pg, 15>—20* ~~
^Results using the age-specific birth rate and the fertility ratio 
are given in Sixteenth Census of the United States: 19UO, Population 
Differential Fertility 19 UO and 1910, "Standardized Fertility Rates arid 
Reproduction Rates," (Washington: ijoveminent Printing Office, 19kk)jp. k«
7Ibld„, p. 3.
assumption that birth and death ratea are constant and that there is no 
migration*
iu The Fertility Ratio, This is the measure of fertility used
extensively in this study* It is widely used to make comparative studies
of fertility. This index relates the nimber of children under five years
for each 1,000 vqmq in the child-bearing ages* Its calculation is made
according to the following formulas
fetal children under five years of age ___________ x \ q q q
fetal females between the ages of (or 20} and IJ4. *
fhe fertility ratio has many advantages* Some of the more import­
ant ares (1) it takes into consideration only the women in the child­
bearing ages and eliminates sex differences and those due to the concen­
tration is young and old age groups j (2) if data are available, it can 
be refined to include only married women in the child-bearing ages; (3) 
it can be standardised for age in comparing rural and urban fertility;
(U) it is very easy to calculate; and (5) it may be used in any study, such 
as a community survey, in which conventional population data are collected.
Some disadvantages include t (1) census data are available only 
for extensive geographic areas, such as states, counties or other sub­
divisions} (2) the ratio cannot be used to compare the fertility of 
foreign-born and native white women, since children of both are usually 
emsfterated together; and (3) it is subject to error due to the Tinder 
enumeration of children under five years*
Although the lower and upper limits of the child-bearing ages have 
been discussed by students® of population for some time, wide differences
®For a complete discussion of the ideas of the Political Arith­
metician* see Lancelot Hobgen, Political Arithmetic (Londons deorge 
Allen and Unwin, Ltd*, 193$)>pp* 2^1-259,
of opinion still exist. Some students use th< age group X5~ht years^^
others 20-bU years, ̂  while still others have used the upper limit as 
SO years. ̂  These wide variations in the childbearing ages of women 
were concisely explained by Rucsynski when he wrote ao follows 5
There are no limits to the childbearing ages, hut in 
western Europe and northern 1 urope births of a mother under 
15 years and over 50 years practically never occur. As to 
the relative limits, statisticians agree that women over 15 
years only be considered as of childbearing age, but the 
upper limit is flexiole. Some draw the lint it at 1*5 years 
while others put it at 50 years. The actual facta are not 
conclusive since the number of births for women i'rara 1*5 to 
SO years, while small, is not negligible. Theoretically it 
Is certainly more correct to relate the births to the women 
ef 15-50 years. But since the women of ii5~50 years do not 
much Influence the total number of births yet may consider­
ably affect the number of women to which the number of births 
Is related, their inclusion can have an undue effect upon 
the general fertility rate. Cfci the other hand, such countries 
do not publish separately the nuaber of women I*0-u5 and 1*5-50 
years, and this technical factor made us finally choose $0 
years as the upper limit of childbearing age.
^Studies in which these ages are used include Salter if willccx, 
Introduction to the Vital Statistics of the United States, 1900-1930 
(Sashington* Govemcwnt Printing Office, 1933), and J. Allan Beegle 
and T. Lynn Smith, Differential infertility in Louisiana (Baton Rouges 
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 1*63, 19hC)*
^Studies using these ages include Warren S. Thompson, Ratio of 
Children to ftomen, 1920, Census Monograph XI ('Washington# Government 
Printing Office, 193*)? Frank Loriraer and Fredrick Osborn, Synamics 
of Population, (Lew fork# The Macmillan Company, 193U), and National 
lesomrces Com*" it,!>#e, Problems of a Changing Population (Washingtons 
Government Printing 0 f H ^ 7 W ) 7 ---  ~
^Studies in which these ages have been used include Walter U  
Willcox, Proportion of Children in the United States, Census Bulletin 22 
(Hashing ton j Government Printing JflTce, i?05 ) jH  > jjcteenth Census of 
the United States, 19U0, Differential fertility, I9I0 and
*Fertility for States and Large Cities" (Washington# Government Printing- 
Office, 19U3), and warren S. Thompson, Average amber of Children Per 
iwen in Butler County, Ohio# 1930* (flashirigiont jjureau of’the Census, 1
^Robert Jtacsynski, The Balance of Births and Deaths, (ftew iJorks 
The Macmillan Company, 193b), I., pp. 102-1537
a
In this stucty ww have used women in the age group 15-UU for 
all computations except for the discussion of fertility trends in 
Illinois counties between 1930 and 19U0* The 1930 county and residence 
data were available for women 20-UL years and ratios were computed for 
bath periods on this basis,
*>• Fertility and Fecundity, Confusion has long prevailed 
over the use of the terms fertility and fecundity in the literature of 
population. Although David Hume wrote more than 200 years ago* "there 
is in all men* both male and female* a power of generation more active 
than Is universally exerted*"^ even in modern literature it is not un­
usual to find studies in which the term fecundity is used when the 
writer is really speaking of fertility. To secure greater uniformity in 
the use and meaning of terms in population research, the Population 
Association of America defined these terms as followsj "Fertility means 
birth performance) it is measurable* synonymous with natality and cor­
relative to mortality. Fecundity* in contrast* means the physiological 
capacity to participate in reproduction,This is the meaning in 
which fertility is used throughout this study,
C, Scope and Procedure of Study, With the exception of a 
brief discussion of trends* this study is devoted largely to an analysis 
of differentials in fertility of Illinois population in 19U0# Data for 
the United States, the regions* geographic divisions, and for eleven select­
ed states in the corn-belt region are used for comparison to stress the
^David Hume, Essays* Literary* oral, and Political (London; 
Alexander Murray and Son* 30 Queen Square* u. C., 1̂ 70), p, 22U*
Organisation for Research in Population*" Human Biology*
VI (193U), PP* 22^-339* See note four* page 23d,
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nature and extant of the variations in Illinois fertility.
Most of the data used in this study were derived from the of­
ficial publications of the United States Bureau of the Census.^ the 
study is devoted largely to analysing variations in fertility for the 
broad classifications of data in these publications, however, some at­
tention is directed to showing relationships between selected socio­
economic factors and rates of reproduction for selected groups.
Procedures and methodology used in this analysis closely follow 
those used by other students in similar studies. The fertility ratio is 
computed to measure reproduction of selected groups and the results are 
classified and presented in a series of text and appendix tables. Simple 
cartographic devices have been used to facilitate analysis and presentation.
D. Importance of Study. As was pointed out previously, the 
birth rate seems more crucial in determining the net natural increase 
in population than the death rats. Beegle and Smith emphasize the birth 
rate above all other vital population phenomena by saying* "The rate 
of reproduction, the death rate, and migration, are the three factors 
which determine human numbers, the distribution of population, and basic 
ethnic stocks of which mankind is composed. This study deals with the 
first, and in many ways, the most important of the three. 11 ̂  The
^Sixteenth Census of the United States, 19iiQ, Population, 
nCharacteristics of the Population, Illinois,* Second Series (Washington% 
Government Printing Office, 191*1)J Housing, "General Characteristics, 
Illinois," Second Series (Waahin̂ tonT'Tjoveriiment Printing Office, 19u2)$ 
and United States Census of Agriculture* 19hSt "Illinois, Statistics by 
Counties," Volume I, part~l> (Washingtont Government Printing Office, 19U6). 
Some socio-economic factors were derived from Department of Public health, 
The Illinois Hospital Survey and Plan (Springfield* Th© State of Illinois,
t w j :
16Deegle and Smith, 0£. clt., p. 6.
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significance of a study of differential fertility is probably best il­
lustrated in terms of its effects in determining the number, distribution, 
compositional characteristics, and the social quality of different popu­
lation groups.
In the short run, migration is perhaps more important £han dif­
ferential fertility in the internal distribution of human resources. 
However, significant variations in regional and residential rates of 
reproduction are basic to migration. In the long run, these differentials 
have an important bearing on the direction and volume of migration. 
Presumably this is what Vance had in mind when he wrote j
With the exception of certain areas, internal migration 
in actuality rarely does more than drain off something of the 
unequal flow by which regional and occupational groups in the 
population are continually replacing themselves. Differential 
reproduction, left to itself, would in a generation more com­
pletely redistribute the population than is normally done by 
migration. The effect would be to concentrate the population 
in the unskilled and semiskilled occupations and in the agri­
cultural and mountainous areas,^‘
In a few generations group differentials in fertility can 
drastically alter the compositional characteristics of the basic popu­
lation, The national Resources Committee comments on this point as 
followsi
large variations in reproductive tendencies among dif­
ferent groups may also have a profound effect, in the course 
of a few short generations, on the composition and social 
characteristics of the national population. Difference in 
net rates of reproduction, commonly found today, are suf­
ficient to give one of two equal groups twice as many de- 
cendants as the other in the next generation. At the present 
time the social effects of differential reproduction outweigh 
the apparent biological effects, since the greatest
^Hubert B. Vance, Research Memorandum on Population Redlatri - 
but!on in the United States (Hew Yorki Social Science Research Council
BuHetirTli^T""193»), p. 32*
XI
differences among large groups exist among people located 
in different types of communities,
This same report further discusses differential fertility ac­
cording to class differentials in reproduction. Apart from biological 
considerations, differential rates of Increase between the lower social 
classes and the upper social classes have far-reaching social implica­
tions, The words of the consaittee are highly significant on this point*
The rates at which different groups are contributing to 
future nuabers may have an important bearing on the future 
population of the Nation, This statement is not dependent 
upon any theory of biological determinism. For present purposes 
it is necessary only to admit, as every one1 s experience 
teaches, that the characters and abilities of children are 
influenced by the social environments into which they are born 
and in which they are reared. It is, therefore, desirable to 
know the variations in reproduction among groups differing in 
economic status, occupation, education, and intelligence,19
Thompson stresses the importance of differentials in repro­
duction in terms of eugenic, cultural and political problems. The latter 
is particularly significant at the present time. He explains these 
problems thus*
The first has to do with the varying birth rates in dif­
ferent classes within the community ana deals with the main­
tenance and improvement of the biological heritage of the 
peoplej the second deals with the development and transmission 
ef a desirable social heritage and is very closely associated 
with, if not a part of, the first; while the third arises 
from the fact that different nations have different rates of 
growth and that, as these rates change, the economic, political, 
and military equilibrium between nations is likely to be 
upset. 20
i aProblems of a Changing Population, p. 119*
19Ibld». p. 139
°Warren S. Thompson, Population Problems, third edition 
(lew Torkj McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., i9l*2)>p. 169*
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Basic knowledge about differences in fertility used with re­
lated data can result In sound local, state, regional, and national 
planning. For example, any attempt to equalise educational opportuni­
ties with state or federal funds must be based on the simple observation 
that the greatest mmber of children born, reared, and educated are in 
the poorest regions, where resources to support adequate schools are 
insufficient even when maximum taxation efforts are made by local 
governmental units. On this problem the National Resources Committee 
says*
In communities where the ratio of children to adults 
is low, the burden of child care and education of children 
ligtst, economic resources most abundant, ci-ltur&l resources 
rich, and the cultural-intellectual status of the parents 
high, the financial support to education is liberal. In 
communities where the birth rate is high and the supporting 
adult papulation is carrying a disproportionately heavy 
child population, where income per child is much below the 
national norm, where the level of living is low, and the 
home has least to contribute to the cultural and intellectual 
growth, the financial contribution granted to education is 
niggardly. The consequences of this policy would not be of 
such vital concern were it not for the fact that a large per­
centage of the Nation's children are being reared in the less 
favored communities. Approximately & third of the Nation's 
children live on farms and nearly half of them attend rural 
schools. And, in general, it is the rural child whose formal 
education has been most neglected. Nor can the fact be over­
looked that at present the advantages of education are ex­
tended most liberally in those areas where the birth rate is 
lowest, 21
Similar use can be made of such information in the fields of 
health, welfare, recreation, religion, and other Institutional services. 
Hence, information derived from an intensive analysis of differences 
in fertility in Illinois should be of particular value to administrators 
and others who are concerned with future trends in the growth or decline
210£. cit,, p. 220,
13
of population in the different regions of the state*
E. Order of Presentation* Following this introduction is a 
review of the literature* This historical treatment shows the develop­
ment of the study of variations in fertility and the stages by which the 
principles in differential fertility have become quantitatively verified. 
k aweary of some of the more pertinent studies showing the present state 
of knowledge about differentials in fertility is also given.
Chapter III is an examination of trends in fertility in a number 
of countries in the world for which data are available, in the geo­
graphic regions and divisions of the United States, and in Illinois*
It is assuaed that some knowledge of trends provides a basis for under­
standing the situation in Illinois in 1?1*G.
The next five chapters contain an intensive analysis of dif­
ferentials in rates of reproduction In Illinois. Chapter IV is a 
discussion of the variations among the counties and In the different 
areas of the state. This discussion aims primarily at pointing out some 
of the factor's that may be important In understanding variations in re­
production and which might provide the subject matter for subsequent 
detailed analyses.
Chapter V examines the relationship between fertility and resi­
dence. Particular attention Is directed to the variations in rates of 
reproduction for urban, rural—nonfarm and rura1-farm groups and residents 
in different sizes of communities. Chapter VI contains a discussion of 
the relationships between fertility and type-of-farming areas in the state.
Eacial differentials in reproduction constitute the subject 
matter covered in Chapter VII. Primary attention Is directed to an ex­
amination of comparative rates of reproduction of whites and Negroes in
lit
Illinois counties and cities* The relationship between rates or re­
production and a msaber of socio-econataic indices is explored by the use 
of staple correlation techniques in Chapter VIII* In this discussion 
attention is devoted to the relationship between fertility of different 
residential groups and socio-economic status*
Chapter II compares rates of reproduction in Illinois arith the 
United Stales, the other forty-seven states, the corn-beIt region and 
ten other states in the region* A summary of some of Die pertinent find­
ings and their implications on the future prospects of Illinois popu­
lation arc given in the final chapter* A bibliography and a series of 
appendix tables complete the contents*
CHAPTER n
R E V I E B O F  T H E  L I T E R A T U R E
MUch has been written on differential fertility. These phenomena 
are not now. They do not result from recent developments in systems of 
economic or social organisation, nor are they peculiar to western civil- 
laation. These views have been expressed by Raymond Pearl, who spent 
his professional career studying human fertility*
Although the writings of Karl Pearson^ have had great influence 
so stimulating interest in the statistical study of differential fer­
tility, Pearl says, “they have been apprehended and discussed fay really 
respectable intellects long prior to the present time.However, the 
early writers did not treat the topic systematically. They arrived at 
valid conclusions and generalisations deductively while speculating 
about other things which they considered more important. Pearl says;
A great number of studies in these fields have appeared.
In general there has been a steady improvement in the critical 
and penetrating character of the statistical methodology 
brought to bear upon the matter, and in the soundness and per­
tinence of the original data subjected to analysis.
Vhlle it is true, aside from a few exceptional pieces 
of earlier work, technically adequate statistical attacks 
upon the problem of differential fertility may fairly be
said to date from the beginning of the present century, the 
problem itself is as old as biology, if not, indeed, as old 
as man as a separate species.d
^Raymond Pearl, The Natural History of Population (hew lark* 
Oxford University Press,”T?3^17p^l?l#
^Karl Pearson, Rational Life Prom the Standpoint of Science, 
University of London Galton Laboratory for Rational Lugenics, second 
edition, (London* Cambridge University Press, 1919). Although eugen- 
ieally pessimistic, this lecture contains one of the best early 
statements of the problem of differential fertility,
^Qp. cit., p. 21.
Ôp. cit., p. 17. and T. Lynn Smith, Population Analysis 
(Hew Torki McGraw-Hill Book Co., 19̂ 3), p. h9.
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The writings of the early philosophers about differential fertility 
provided a core of knowledge which has proved fundamental in the forrau*- 
lation of later hypotheses. The late development of statistical methods 
in the study of rates of reproduction partly reflects the recent maturity 
of the social science disciplines. In this connection Bonar says that j 
"in the beginning, neither statistics, nor economics, nor demography, 
was clearly conceived, especially in England; and we pass into a period 
where statistical methods and economic principles have become more or 
less firmly grasped and used in alliance with each other,
With this background the review of the literature is undertaken*
Two objectives are uppermost in this review: (1) to show how knowledge 
about differential fertility has developed, and (2) to show how quanti­
tative methods have developed and advanced the knowledge of variations 
in rates of reproduction. To this end the presentation has been organ­
ised into three broad chronological periods.
The first period embraces philosophical speculations; the second 
early quantitative studies, in which writers began to support general­
isations by applying crude statistical techniques to births, deaths, 
marriages, infant mortality and other vital data; and, the third, 
mature statistical studies. In this later period the development of 
the crude birth rate and the fertility ratio as devices to gauge dif­
ferential rates of reproduction among various groups is of primary 
significance. Finally, recent studies which provide the basis for our 
present knowledge about differentials are reviewed in relation tos
James Bonar, Population Theories from Raleigh to Arthur Young 
{Londons George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1939}*p. 5J#
1?
(1) residence, (2) race and nativity, (3) socio-economic status,
(4) religion, (5) education, and (6) personal and other factors*
A* Philosophical Speculations, Many early writers merely 
mentioned differences in rates of reproduction. Others, however, made 
direct and rather concrete observations with detailed explanations of 
the nature and extent of differentials in fertility among groups. Most 
of the early writers only pointed out rural and urban differentials and 
showed the lcsrer sore underprivileged classes were more fertile than the 
upper social classes,
Plato6 (427 B.C.-347 B.C.) and Aristotle7 (384 B.C. and 322 B.C.) 
made succinct observations about population quality in discussing the 
ideal state, Plato maintained that the same eugenic principles that 
had been applied in improving animal herds could be successfully used 
with human populations. He can be called the precursor of modern popu­
lation eugenics. He strongly recommended that statesmen encourage 
marriages between superior men and women and discourage the inferior. 
Children bom of superior parents would be educated and raised by the 
state. Those of inferior parents would be taken to some secret place 
and hidden. Illegitimate children and those born to parents outside the 
established ages for marriage would suffer the same fate. Statesmen 
should make every effort to insure that parents would bear children during 
the period of their maximum physical and mental development.
^Plato, The Republic and Statesman, translated by Henry Davis 
and George Burges, (Sew fork* Walter Dunn, 1901), pp. 173-175*
^Aristotle, Aristotle*a Politics, Books I, III, XV, and VII, 
from B, Jewett*s translation, edited by J, M, Knight (Oxfordi The 
Clarendon Press, 1895), pp* 286-290,
ia
Aristotle, like Plato, emphasised the importance of age at marriage, 
and warned against the bearing of children by too youthful parents* His 
ideas for disposing of unfit children were even more severe than Plato?s.
If children were in excess of predetermined numbers and public feeling 
was adverse to exposure, Aristotle advocated abortion before any evidence 
of life was dia cernable. He admonished statesmen not to judge the strength 
of states by numbers, but by the quality of the inhabitants.
Few early philosophers showed more insight into the problems of 
differential fertility than the Greek historian of Rome, Polybius,
(205 B.C.-123 B.C.). He regarded individual striving for social status 
and recognition and high standards of living as major factors in reducing 
urban fertility. According to Polybius, it was not necessary to call 
upon the gods for explanations of population phenomena. Man had the 
means to alter the course of such events by reasoning, by changing his 
ambitions, or by enacting laws. His views on the subject are pertinent 
in any modern discussion of differentials in reproduction. He saysj
In our time all of Greece was visited by a dearth of 
children and generally a decay in population, owing to which 
the cities were denuded of inhabitants, and a failure of pro­
ductiveness resulted, though there were no long continued 
wars or pestilences among us. • • For this evil grew upon us 
rapidly and without attracting attention, by our own men be­
coming perverted to passion for show and money and the 
pleasures of an idle life, and accordingly not marrying at 
all, or, if they did marry refusing to rear children that 
were born, or at most one or two out of a great number, for 
the sake of bringing them up in extravagant luxury. For when 
there are only one or two sons, it is evident, that, if war 
or pestilence carries off one the houses must be left heirless 5 
and like swarms of bees, little by little the cities became 
sparsely inhabited and weak.”
oPolybius, Yhe Histories of Polybius, translated by Ivelyn 
5. Shuckburgh (London: T̂he .I&cmlllan Company, 1089), II, pp. 510- 
511*
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The excellent treatise, Rerum Ruaticarum, by Varro, (about 116 B.C.- 
27 B*C») provides some excellent insights into rural-urban differences 
in fertility* Varro contrasts the hardy women who led the lives of 
hordSHMB and shepherds with urban women as follows s
As to the suckling of the young 1 may mention that mothers 
in nearly all cases suckle their own* • • X have heard you say 
that when you went to Liburnia (Crotia) you saw there Liburnian 
housewives carrying logs, and at the same time children whom 
they were suckling} thus proving how feeble and contemptible 
are our nearly delivered mothers, who lie for days inside 
mosquito nets* • * In Illyricita it happens that a pregnant 
woman when the time for delivery had come, retires a little 
distance from the scene of her work, is delivered, and comes 
back with the child whom you would think she has found, not 
brought into the world* 9
The Arabian scholar, historian, and statesman, Ibn Khaldun, (1332- 
IJ4.O6) antedated many of his colleagues in the keenness of his ability 
to discern and interpret social phenomena*His Les Prolegomenes, 
which appeared in the twelfth century, was perhaps the earliest system­
atic treatment of rural-urban sociology, for which he is rightfully 
called 8the founder of rural-urban sociology*n Among numerous dif­
ferences between rural and urban society discussed by Khaldun was the 
higher fertility of rural populations which made the growth of cities 
possible* So long a9 this higher fertility continued cities and
^Lloyd Storr-Best, Varro on Farming? M. Terenti Varronis, Kerum 
Rusticarua Libres Ties (London: George Sell and Sons, Ltd., 1912)* 
pp* 2^9-230*
■^See Hathaniel Schmidt, Ibn Khaldun (Hew forks Columbia Univer­
sity Press, 1930) pp* 27-33* which gives an excellent discussion of 
his contributions*
^See William did lane, 8 Lea Prolegoraenes d*Ibn Khaidoun, 18 
Hotices et extraits dea manuscripts du rois (Paris, All (1662)sirrwy? — -----------
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civilisation grew. Conversely, when rural areas no longer produced sur­
plus population cities declined and decayed marking the sedentary stages 
of civilisation. Ibn Khaldun shows remarkable insight into the phenomena 
of differential fertility when he saysi
Rural life must precede that in the cities; in fact, man 
thinks first of necessities* and he must procure these for 
himself before aspiring to a life of ease. The ruggedness of 
life in the country preceded the refinements of settled life; 
we also note that civilisation* born in the fields or country, 
terminate® in the establishment of towns and has a definite 
tendency toward this end. As soon as the people of the 
country come to that stage of well-being which makes them dis­
posed to luxury, they seek the comforts of life and adopt a 
sedentary mode of living. • • Another fact also demonstrates 
that nomadic life preceded the settled mode of living and 
gave birth to it* If we take the statements of the inhabitants 
of any city on this point, we will find that oet of them are 
descended from families which have lived in the villages of 
that vicinity or in the neighboring rural districts. • •
On the basis of these observations one realizes that 
rural life existed before life in the towns, and that the 
former gave birth to the latter.^
An examination of the writings of other early philosophers reveals 
numerous pertinent observations about differentials in fertility. For 
example, Sir Francis Bacon^ (1^16-1626) significantly warned against the 
Platonic thesis of encouraging excessive fertility of the upper social 
classes at the expense of destroying the middle classes. James
Quoted froraj Pitirim A. borokin, Carle C. Zimmerman and 
Charles J. Galpin, A Systematic Source Book in Rural Sociology 
(Minneapolisi University of Minnesota Pree®7 *1930)7 17 P- 37."
^Francis Bacon, The Philosophical fforke of Francla Bacon, 
edited by John il, Robertson (London 1 George Koutledge and Sons, Ltd., 
(190$), Essays on "The Greatness of Kingdoms and Estates" and "On 
Seditions and Troubles," especially, pp. 753# 771, and 772.
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Harrington14* (1661-1677) believed in encouraging fertility among all 
classes by offering differential taxation for fathers with large families* 
Hobart Wallace^ (l69i>-1771) extolled agriculture and siraple manners and 
nodes of living as prime requisites for fertility, but he did not think 
poverty was conducive to human reproduction. David Hume^ (1711-1766) 
apparently thought that differentials in fertility were not related to 
incase end social status, since "every man who thinks he can maintain 
a family will have one*” Hume also maintained that certain forms of 
social organisation tended to promote fertility. He states:
Hhormoas cities are besides destructive to society, 
beget vice and disorder of all kinds, starve the remoter 
provinces and even starve themselves. • . Where each man 
had his little house and field to himself, and each country 
had its capital, free and independent, s»hat a happy situa­
tion of mankind/ How favorable to industry and agriculture % 
to marriage and propagationJ*
Ju&ong the early economists, Adam Soiith^ (1723*1790) and John
John Toland, The Oceana and Other Works of James Harrington 
(London* Printed for T. Beckett and T. Cadell., in the Strand) and 
T. Evans, in Xing Street, Convent Carden, 1771),pp. 37 and 90.
^^Robert Wallace, A Dissertation on the lumbers of Mankind in 
Ancient and Modem Times;~in which the Superior Populousness of Antiquity 
is Maintained (Edinburgh: Printed for G. Hamilton and J. Balfour.
17-53) pp.“ *25-23 and 151-152.
^Bavid Hume, Essays, Literary, Moral and Political (Londons 
Alexander Murray and Sons, 30 Queens Square, ft. C., 1876), p. 235.
^Loc. cit.
18Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, Everyman1a library edition 
(Hew York: E. P. Dutton and Company, 19lo), I., pp. fo-tl. Cf. Gorrado 
Gini, "Real and Apparent Exceptions to the Uniformity of a Lower Natural 
Increase of the Upper Classes," Rural Sociology, I (1936), pp. 257-280.
zz
T OStuart Mill (1712-1780) likewise made excellent observations about 
differentials in fertility between the upper and lower social classes* 
Smith* especially* noted that high birth rates among the lower classes 
were reduced by the high infant mortality rate*
B* Early Quantitative Studies* Beginning about the middle of 
the seventeenth century in England the work of Or aunt, Petty, and Hailey 
provided the stimulus which led tj formation of the School of Political 
Arithmetic* 20 With this development students of demography began to 
view population phenomena objectively* For almost a century and a half 
crude statistical methods were applied to the study of factual data* 
Modern students of differential fertility are deeply indebted to 
John Graunt, (1620-167U) for his painstaking efforts in studying mar­
riages, births, and deaths from the London tables of mortality* Since 
the publication of his original work in 1662, students of population 
fertility have tried to develop more precise methods of measuring dif­
ferences in rates of reproduction* Even though Graunt * s methods were 
crude and his data inaccurate, he arrived at specific conclusions which 
suggested that vital population phenomena behaved with a degree of 
regularity and uniformity*
Graunt*s most significant observation was that the construction 
of new houses showed that the population of London was increasing even 
though deaths exceeded births* He concluded that the rural population 
was more fertile than the urban and rural migration caused the city
^John Stuart Mill, Principles of Political Economy (New forks 
The Colonial Press, 1900), 1, pp. 5.5&-I59*
^Lancelot Hobgen, Political Arithmetic (New forks The Macmillan 
Company, 193 8 i p* 13*
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to grow*
• • • although in the Country the Chrietnings exceed the 
Burials, yet in London they do not* The general Reason of 
this must be, that in London the proportion of those subject 
to die unto those capable of breeding is greater than in the 
Country; that is, let there be an hundred persons in London, 
and as many in the Country; we say, that if there be 60 of 
then Breeder* in London, there are more than 60 in the Country, 
or else we must say, that London is more unhealthful, or that 
it enclines men and women more to Barrenness, than in the 
Country, , *
How that the Breeders in London are proportionally fewer 
than those in the Country arises from these reasons, vis*
1* All that have business to the Court of the King, 
or to the Courts of Justice, and all Countrymen 
coming up to bring Provisions to the City, or to 
buy Foreign Commodities, Manufactures, and Rarities, 
do for the most part leave their wives in the 
Country*
2* Persons coming to live in London out of curiosity, 
and pleasure, as also such as would retire, and live 
privately, do the same, if they have any*
3* Such, as come up to be cured of Diseases, do scarce 
use their Wives pro tempore*
it* That many Apprentices of London, who are bound 
seven or nine years from Marriage, do often stay 
longer voluntarily*
5* That many Sea men of London leave their Wives 
behind them, who are more subject to die in the 
absence of their Husbands, then to breed either 
without men, or with the use of many promiscuously*
6* As for unhealthinese it may be supposed that al­
though seasoned Bodies may, and do live near as 
long in London, as elsewhere, yet newcomers, and 
Children do not, for the Smoaks, Stinks, and close 
Air are less healthful! than most of the Country; 
otherwise why do sickly persons remove into the 
Country air?
7* As to the causes of Barrenness in London, I say, 
that although there should be none extraordinary 
in the Native Air of the Place, yet the intemperance 
in feeding, and especially the Adulteries and 
Fornications, supposed more frequent in London than 
elsewhere, do certainly hinder breeding* For a Woman, 
Admitting 10 Men, is so far from having ten times as 
many Children, that she hath none at all*
2h
8. Add to this, that the minds of men in London are 
more thoughtfull and full of business than in the 
Country, where their work is corporal Labor, and 
Exercises, All which promote Breedings, whereas 
Anxieties of the mind hinder it*21
Sir William Petty22 (1623*1765) was in substantial agreement with 
Graunt * s views about the superior fertility of rural populations and 
did not add anything new to the topic* However in the study of differ* 
ential fertility it is highly significant that Graunt was critical of 
the wanner in which birth and death data were kept and thought them 
inaccurate, while Petty accepted them at face value without apparent 
question*
Among the host of writers who appeared on the scene after Graunt 
and Petty was Gregory King (16U8-1712) whose observations about differ­
entials in fertility are significant* King was more thorough than his 
predecessors* He assembled data from the "Assessments of Marriages, 
Births and Burials, and the Collectors Returns thereupon, and by the 
Parish R e g i s t e r s * Using these he computed the ratio of births to
21John Graunt, Natural and Political Observations Made Upon the 
Bills of Mortality (Baltimore: A c  John kopkins Press, 1 9 3 9 pp. 5h-56*
22Charles Henry Hull, The Economic Writings of Petty: Together 
with Observations on the Bills of Mortality* more probably made by 
Captain John GrauuF~(Cambridge 1 "The University Press, 1899), pp. 369-370*
2^Ibid*, footnote page 361* Fox* a discussion of the relative 
merits of the works of Graunt and Petty see, Bonar, og* cit* * p, 100*
^Gregory Kind, Two Tracts; (a) natural and Political Observa­
tions and Conclusions upon the Siate yid Condition of l̂ glancEs (h) 
of the riaval Trade of England A O 1680' and the National Profit Then
rnJaHetrTB^tlraore jTCToImnSopkins
Pres s, 19^6%?• 27*
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marriages for London, the cities and towns, rural villages, and hamlets, 
So concluded that the nuptial birth rate in London was less than in 
rural areas and gave the following reasons:
1. That tho each marriage in London produceth fewer
people in the Country, yet London in General haveing 
a greater proportion of breeders is more Frolifick 
than the other great Towns, and the great Towns are 
acre Prolifick than the Country,
2# That if the People of London of all Ages were as long 
liv'd as those in the Country, London would Increase 
in People such faster pro rato than the Country,
3* That the Reason why each marriage in London produces
fewer children, than the Country marriages, seems to
be,
1* From the more frequent Fornications and Adulteries*
2. From a Greater Luxury and Intenperance.
3. Trm. a Greater Intenseness or Business*
I*, From the Unhealthf ullnes s of the Coal Sea oak*
5* From a greater Inequality of age Between the
Husbands and Wives**5
Among the political arithmeticians, Richard P r i c e (1723-178?) 
noted toe rural-urban differential in fertility and concluded that re­
production varied inversely with the size of population aggregates* 
Price's most significant observations are found in an essay entitled, 
"Letter to Benjamin franklin on the Expectations of Lives, the Increase 
of Mankind, the Jiuabers of Inhabitants in London, and the influence of
Great Towns on Health and Population*" It is interesting to observe
^Ibtd., p. 28.
26Richard Price, Observations on Reversionary Payments: on Schemes 
for Providing jjanuities for Widows, and Persons in Old Age; on the 
Methods tor Calculating the Values oTTsourances on Lives, ancl on the 
Rational flsfei (Seventhedition} London: Printed for T. C'adelT"ancl 
Davie, in the Strand, 1812), II, p. 39*
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that he sent the manuscript to Franklin prior to submitting it to the 
Sqyal Society for publication in 1769* Writing of the ratio of deaths 
to births, he saysi
In general, there Seems reason to think that in the towns 
the excess of burials above the births, and the proportion of 
inhabitants crying annually, or more or less as the towns are 
greater or smaller* In London itself, about 160 years ago, 
when it was scarcely a fourth of its present bulk, the births 
were much nearer the burials, than they are now. But in the 
country parishes and villages the births almost always exceed 
the burialsj and I believe that it never happens except in 
particular situations, that more than a fortieth part of the 
inhabitants die annually. 7
Health and population fertility, according to Price were inseparable. 
Hence, he explained the low fertility in cities this ways
Moderate towns being seats of refinement, emulation, 
and arts may be public advantages* But great towns, long 
before they grow to half the bulk of London, become a check 
gb population of too hurtful a nature, nurseries of debauchery 
and voluptuousness; and, in many respects, greater evils than 
can be compensated for by any advantages. ̂0
Although he was extremely interested in applying statistical methods 
to population phenomena in studying public revenues, Charles D1avenant 
(16£6-171U) did not add to existing knowledge of differential fertility.
He subscribed to Gregory King** ideas entirely and agreed that the ratio 
of births to marriages in London was less than in the country. I)*avenant 
used King's reasons for the low marital birth rate and added a sixth,
"From the Husbands and Wives not living so long as in the Country*
27Ibld*, p. 231*
^®Loc. cit*
^Charles D'avenant, Discourses on the Public j-tevenues, and on the 
trade of Englandj An Essay Upon the Provable Met̂ pcis of taking the Teople 
Gainers in the Balance of Trade (London 1 Printed for H. BorsYield in
Lo3gabe S W 55/“177177 X I,"p T T tf.
2?
The lew proportion of married population suggested to D ravenant that 
something was wrong with public policies. He regarded each birth as so 
aueh treasure to the nation and suggested the enactment of laws that 
encouraged every male to marry whose circumstances permitted.^0
nI deny, first, that in all capital® the deaths exceed the births,’1 
stated Sir Janes Steuart (1712-1780). He continued, "supposing the 
assertion to be true, what conclusion can be drawn from it except that 
many people born in the country die in the town. That the country should 
furnish the cities with inhabitants is no evil. These "views set him 
apart from aany political arithmeticians, particularly Gregory King, 
who were unanimous in believing that cities were entirely evil, fthile 
cities provided havens 'or the excess rural population, Steuart thought 
they ware objectionable because of fewer marriages, abuses, debauchery 
and unhealthfulneas. According to Steuart, poverty increased the rate 
of reproduction. He thought it was the duty of the statesman to guard 
against this evil, "if he intends, usefully to increase the number of 
people.
Steuart viewed his data ,,.ore critically than most of his predecessors, 
which makes his observations extremely valuable in any study of fertility. 
He constantly appealed for more accuracy and detail in birth and death 
data and he recommended, "an exact recapitulation of inhabitants of a
3°Ibld.» pp. 191-192.
3-̂ Sir fees Denham Steuart, An Inquiry Into the Principles of 
Political Economy; Being an Essay on the Science of -Domestic Policy in 
Free fationa (kaslli Printed ana sold by J." "Tourneisen, lTSfcj/ X, p. 70.
^^Ibid., p. 91*
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country, pariah by parish. • • classifying all inhabitants, not only 
by the trade they exercise, but by those of their fathers, with a 
view to distinguish those which multiply from those which only pro­
create* • • To see bills of mortality made out for each class principally 
to compare the births and deaths of children in them.
Arthur Young (171U-1820) admitted he was not a vital statistician 
or demographer* This was not a handicap, since his assorted letters 
to the people of England contain some clear-cut observations about 
rural—urban differentials. It is not known if Arthur Xoung made his 
own calculations, but he credits a M. Bertrand for some of his informa­
tion. "Population, taken in & general light," says Arthur Xoung,
"depends chiefly on the inhabitants of the country. Those of the great 
cities are by no means so prolific. • • and the debauched, unhealthy 
lives that are generally led in them, are terrible scourges, to the 
human species. In another place he stated, "infants die at the rate 
of only fourteen to fifteen in the hundred in the villages a hundred 
or two hundred miles from London; but there they die fifty or seventy 
in a hundred. • • If these facts are true, which is indubitable, can we 
wonder that upon the whole nmber in the bills, 2h die to 16 that are 
b a r n ? "35 Young estimated about 10,000 women annually who migrated to
^Ibid., pp. 9h-9!>* Compare these views with statements of 
present-day needs by: P. K. ifiihelpton, Needed Population Research 
(Lancasteri Science Press Company, 193$), pp"."
^Arthur Young, The Farmers Letters to the People of lugland- 
second edition (London: Printed for h. NicoTI,"ifC tKe Paper MITTJTfo. 5.1, 
in St. Paul#8 Church Yard, 1768),p. 263.
^Ibid., p. 335* it should be noted the converse is true today.
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London were debauched and never married* He argued f or stopping any 
further additions to such a pernicious city*
Benjamin Franklin (1706—1790) was the first among the American 
-writers to discuss the topic of differential fertility. With the publi­
cation of his excellent essay in 1751,^ Franklin preceded Malthus and 
on many points antedated him in the accuracy of his observations and 
conclusions concerning population phenomena* Although Franklin was 
acquainted with the works of Graunt, Petty, Price, and other political 
arithmeticians he did not support his generalisations with quantitative 
data* In the beginning of his treatise he stated that bills of mor­
tality developed for cities could not be used for the country; similarly 
those made for older more settled countries, like Europe, could not be 
used in newly settled countries, such as America.
Franklin was strongly Malthusian and thought marriages varied 
directly with economic conditions which made it possible to support a 
family. While he noted that cities were not so fertile as rural areas, 
he thought migration to cities was necessary to prevent over-population 
in the country* Franklin explained the lower fertility In cities in 
the following manners
% d . ,  p. 3^1
^Benjamin Franklin, Observations Concerning the Increase of 
Mankind, peopling of Countries, Ftc* (Bostons Printed and Sold by 
£. Kheeland in Queens Street,- 17&)} being extra number 63 of the 
Magasine of History with Notes and Queries, reprinted by William 
Ahbatt (Tarrytown, New York* 1918).
38Ibid., p. 217
In cities, where all trades, occupations, and offices 
are fall, many delay marrying, till they can see how to bear 
the charges of a family; which charges are greater in the 
cities, as luxury is more common; many live single during 
life, and continue servants to families, journeymen to trades, 
etc* Hence cities do not supply themselves with inhabitants; 
the deaths are more than the births. 39
According to him population growth in America was due to the ease 
of making a living and supporting a family. His views in this con- 
section clearly reveal his Malthusian thinking.
Marriages in America are more general, and more 
generally early, than in Europe. And it is reckon'd there, 
that there is but one marriage per annum among one-hundred 
persons, perhaps we may here reckon two; and if in Europe 
they have but four Births to a marriage (many of their 
marriages being late) we may here reckon eight, of which 
if one-half grow up, and our marriages are made, one with 
another at twenty years of age our people must at least be 
doubled every twenty y e a r s .  hO
Among the most significant contributions of Franklin was his 
cogent discussion of factors associated with population decline. He 
thought that any force that deterred marriage was detrimental to fer­
tility. He discussed the following factors* rt(l) The being conquered. 
.. (2) Loss of territory. • • (3) Loss of trade. * • (U) Loss of 
food. « , (5) Bad g overmen! and insecure property. . . and (6)
The introduction of slaves. '• The discussion of slavery is particularly 
significant to modem students of differential fertility.
The Negroes brought into the English Sugar Islands 
have greatly diminished the whites there; the poor are this 
weans deprived of employment, while a few families acquire 
vast estates, which they spend on foreign luxuries, and 
educating their children in the habits of these luxuries, 
the same income is needed for the support of one that 
might have maintained one hundred. The whites who have 
slaves, not laboring, are enfeebled, and therefor© not so
31
generally prolific; the slaves being worked too hard, and 
ill fed, their constitutions are broken and the deaths among 
then ere moans than the births; so that a continual supply
is needed from A f r i c a *  hi
the application of quantitative methods to the study of differ­
ential fertility which had such an excellent start with the work of 
the political arithmeticians, suffered a severe setback with the pub­
lication of the first essay on population in 1796 by Thomas Robert 
Malthas (1766-183*0* The effects of this work lasted well into the 
twentieth century* In spite of accumulated evidence to the contrary, 
Malthas proposed that population increased in direct proportion to the 
economic productive potentials of a given area* Bis general corollaries 
werei (1) "Population is necessarily limited by the means of subsist­
ence," and (2) "Population invariably increases where the means of 
subsistence increases, unless prevented by some powerful and obvious 
checks. miiZ
Wills Thomas Jefferson, (171*3-161*6) the American statesman, was 
faailiar with Kalthua * work and was impressed by it as a treatise in 
political economy, it is doubtful that it influenced his views on 
population* Jefferson did not examine population fertility specifically* 
However, he studied population trends for Virginia froo 1607 to 1752
lilIbid*, p* 220* For an excellent contemporary discussion sera*, 
Conrad Tataeber and Irene Barnes Taueber, "iiegro fertility Ratios in the 
Mississippi Delta,n Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, 1X1 (Ipl+l), 
pp* 210—220; and T* Iyim Smith, TKe Sociology of Sural Life, Revised 
edition (Kew York: Harper and Brothers, 19V?\ pp*
I a
** Thomas Robert 'lalthus, An Is a ay on Population, ftvercmon’s 
library edition (Sew Yorks I : .  P*"T5uilan ancf Company^ 'Tnc*, no date),
1, pp* 18—19*
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ii3from the dumber of * tythes * and the number of settlers imported* ”
The results are found in his "Notes on Virginia" in which he argued 
against unrestricted immigration into the country, so that the govern- 
Bent would be "sore homogeneous, more peaceable, more durable. n̂ k 
Jefferson also considered agriculturalists the most "virtuous, the most 
independent and most vigorous" in comparison with people engaged in 
aaaufacturing and commerce* ̂-5 Conversely, he thought cities tended 
to corrupt population and expressed the idea that American democracy 
was safe for centuries if "population did not become piled upon one 
another in cities as in Europe*
An early attempt to apply quantitative methods to the study of 
population in this country was George Tucker*s (1775-1861) excellent 
analysis of early census data* Although his measure of fertility^? 
was crude by modem standards, he arrived at conclusions which were 
subsequently verified* Of particular significance was Tucker*s contra­
diction of the Malthusian proposition regarding the increase of popu­
lation whan he observed that, "as the number of children bear a less
^Albert Ellery Bergh, The Writings of Thomas Jefferson 
(Washingtont The Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association, 1903), VI, 
pp* UU7-4*U3l II# PP* 1-2.
^Ibld., II, pp. 116-117.
Ibid., VI, pp. 93-96.
Ibid.. I, pp. 392-393.
Roland i. Harper, "A Simple Measure of Fecundity," Journal of 
Heredity, XVII (1927), pp. 217-223, used this measure without knowledge 
of Tucker’s work*
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and less proportion to the women, in every state in the Union, the 
preventive checks to redundant numbers have already begun to operate 
here, although there is no increased difficulty in obtaining the means 
of subsistence*
Tucker adjusted the census data for 1830 and 18U0 for immigration 
and concluded that white population fertility had declined non an 
average, between one and three-fourths of one pex’cent in ten years 
and the dial notion has been at a slightly increasing ratio*
Although admitting many errors in the data, Tucker computed the ratio 
of children under ten years for the total white, free Negro, and slave 
women for 1830 and l8i;0, and reported tne fertility of free Negroes was 
two and four per cent less than white and slave: wotaon* He reasoned, 
•in the cities and towns, to wiiich most of the free persons resort, 
we find much reason for believing that their natural increase is less
than that of the slaves or whites.
George Tucker recognized the effects that growth of cities and the 
development of wealthy social classes would have on the rate of re­
production*
Without doubt other checks to natural multiplication,
those arising from prudence of pride, will continue to operate
with increased force as our cities multiply' in number and 
increase in magnitude, and as the wealthy class enlarges.
The circumstances will have the effect of retarding marriages 
and in the most densely peopled states, the fall in the price 
of labour, and consequently, the increased difficulty of
1 a
George Tucker, Progress of the United .States in Population and 




providing for a family, may operate also on the poorer 
classes. It is even probable that these checks operate 
sooner in this country than they have operated in other 
countries, by reason of the higher standards of comfort 
with which the American people start, and of that pride 
of personal independence which our political institutions 
so strongly cherish* The census shows that their influ­
ence has been felt ever since the first enumeration$ but 
we have no reason to believe that they will operate with 
a more accelerated force than they have done, until the 
lapse of near a century.51
Fwfectlon of Devices to Measure Fertility* As with 
other social phenomena, there are no sharp lines between the beginning 
and end of a given stage In the development and application of statis­
tical methods in the study of differentials in fertility. We raay infer 
from the variety of approaches in the literature that these develop­
ments resulted from an accumulation of past ideas. The early philosoph­
ical writers made valuable deductive observations. However, their 
observations made replication impossible by subsequent students.
Graunt, Petty, King, and other political arithmeticians gave the second 
phase an excellent start. While these scholars applied crude statis­
tical techniques to inadequate and faulty data, their general approach 
was fundamentally sound* Unfortunately the publication of Malthus * 
work unduly delayed more rapid developments of empirical methods 
characteristic of mature studies of differential fertility.
With this background we proceed to exaudne the developments in 
the United States. Obviously the development of the crude birth rate 
as a measure of fertility was a step in the right direction. However, 
it was not until the discovery of the fertility ratio that comprehensive
fl-Ibld., p. 103
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fertility studies for any large segments of American population was 
possible.
Ihile George Tucker * s early effort to measure quantitatively the 
fertility of American population was notable, it was not until about 
1$00 that concerted efforts were made to collect factual data and apply 
statistical methods to the measurement of rates of reproduction.
It the Crude Birth Rate# According to Walter F* Willcox,^ 
and insofar as the Bureau of the Census is concerned, the measurement 
of fortuity has passed through two phases. The first encompasses the 
last half of the nineteenth century when attempts were made to gauge 
the birth rate by the indirect method. Births were derived from the 
enumeration of infants less than one year old and related to the total 
population* The second, covering the period from 1915 to date, brought 
about the collection and publication of birth statistics on a national 
scale through the cooperation of the federal and state governments.
This latter period is characterised by the formation of the birth regis­
tration areas.
The Bureau of the Census attempted to determine the birth, rate from, 
the enmeration of 1850. This Census was the first to enumerate child­
ren under one year of age, and 629,uni. were returned. An experiment in 
Rhode Island revealed the necessity for adjusting this figure to account 
far infants ’‘born and died* during the preceding enumeration. This 
correction resulted in 653,917 infants and produced a crude birth rate
Walter F. Willcox, Introduction to the Vital Statistics of 
the United States, 1900 to 1930 (Washington 1 uovernment l̂ rintinc Office, 
1933), pp»~55-56 and Walter F. Willcox, Studies in American Demography 
(Ithaca* Cornell University Press, 19̂ 0), pp.
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of 2&*2* However, other vital information collected by the Seventh 
6nsve suggested this rate was not reliable*
So attempt was made to measure fertility from the census returns 
of i860, the returns of infants under one year were examined from the 
reports of the 1B70 Census. The conclusion was thatj (1) a number of 
children were reported within the first year who were less than one 
year old; and (2) the enumerators had omitted at least 100,000 infants.
At this time J. 5* Billings was placed in charge of vital statistics 
in the Bureau of the Census.. He examined the returns from the i860 
Census and adjusted the number of infants to account for those who were 
"buna and died* during the previous year and computed a birth rate of 
31*lw He judged this rate to be too low. With the increase in popula­
tion daring the previous decade, an assumed death rate of 18, and im­
migration statistics, he calculated the rate at 37*9. Billings was 
aware of the excessive underemmeration of infants in the Census of 1870. 
He revised his computations and concluded the birth rate was around 36.^ 
After the Census of l8p0, Billings was convinced that birth rate 
had declined* Apparently his superiors in the bureau did not concur 
in this view. Be resigned his position as vital statistician in the 
Bureau ef the Census and privately published his findings in which he 
concluded, "the birth rate has really declined in the United States.
^Xntroduction to the Vital Statistics of the United States, I9QG 
to 1930, op, cit.,p. 55 and Walter P* Villcox, Proportion of Children 
To Women in the United States, Census Bulletin 227 TwashingTon* Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1905 )*p* 2-,
S. Billings, "The Diminishing Birth Kate in the United 
States," The Forum, XV (1893), p* U75#
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Billings* successor in the Bureau of the Census, however, did not agree 
with this conclusion and maintained that the decline was “more apparent 
than real* Me based his argument on the presumption that infants 
wars less completely counted in 1590 than in i860,
Willcox did not become engaged in the controversy between Billings 
and officials in the Census Bureau* However, in 1900 he pointed out 
that the smaller proportion of children reported in 1890 resulted from 
a change in the question relating to birthdays from that used in 1880* 
Significantly, Willcox concluded, "this change made the returns of 
children under one or under five years almost incomparable with those 
of other dates*
Although the Census Act of 1902 provided for the annual collection 
of birth statistics, it was not until 1915 that the national birth 
registration area was established* The original area consisted of the 
District of Columbia and ten northeastern states. This area has grown 
gradually with the admission of other states until in 1933 with the 
admission of South Dakota it included the entire continental area of the 
United States*
A. King, nThe Decline in the Proportion of Children," 
Political Science Quarterly, VII (l897),pp. 608-621.
^Walter F. Willcox, "A Difficulty With American Census Taking," 
Quarterly Journal of Economics, XIV (1900), p. 1*61*.
<7•"For an excellent discussion of the development and changes 
see, T. Lynn Smithy Papulation Analysis (New Yorks LIcGr&w-Hill Book 
Company, 191*8 )* p. 205*
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2* The Fertility Ratio* Since the many shortcomings in birth 
statistics and the inadequacies of the crude birth rate as a measure of 
fertility have been made well known by many competent scholars* they are 
net discussed here*^ Lotka^ credits Boeckh, the founder of the fertility 
ratio, as being among the first to recognise the necessity for consider­
ing age-specific fertilities and mortalities for precisely measuring rates 
of reproduction* Demographers are also indebted to Robert Kuczynski 
for showing that the Boeckh ratio could be used for women grouped by 
quinquennial ages* With the development of the fertility ratio it thus 
became possible to make extensive studies of fertility for large groups 
of the American population*
Because of the numerous difficulties experienced by the.Bureau of 
the Census in measuring fertility, particularly from the returns from 
1880 and 1890, Walter Willcox, while employed by the Census abandoned 
all attempts to measure fertility by the indirect method* hence, in
<8^An excellent discussion of the early attempts to find a sub­
stitute method for measuring fertility is given ins Robert T. Kuczynski, 
the Measurement of Population Growth, (London: Sedgwick and Jackson, 
Lid*, 1935), especially pages 9-159; also see Robert T. Kuczynski, 
Fertility and Reproduction: Methods for Measuring the Balance of Births 
and Deaths (lew xork: The Falcon Press, 1932), pp. Robert R,
Kucsynski7 The Balance of Births and Deaths (New York: The Macmillan 
Company$ Washington: f he Brookings Institution, 1928 and 1932), I, II, 
Appendix A; Warren S* Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920,
Census Monograph II (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1931), 
pp. 1-2; Warren 5* Thompson, Population Problems, third edition 
(New York i McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19 W.)
^Alfred J* Lotka, "Modern Trends in the Birth Rate", The Annals 
the American Academy of Political and Social Science, CLXXVTI 
TT936), also Hobgen, og. clt*, p. 3U7 For greater detail see, 
Kuczynski, The Balance or Birihs and Deaths. I, footnote, p*
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1906 he published am analysis of fertility for the states and regions 
in which he employed the ratio of children under five to women X5*4i9 
years* In this report, Willcax discussed in great detail the signifi­
cance of the fertility ratio* These statements seem so pertinent and 
timely that they warrant reproduction heret
The enumeration of children under five years is admitted 
by everyone to be far more accurate and complete than the enum­
eration of children under one year of age* The proportion of 
children is thus an approximately accurate and significant clue 
to the amount of new blood that Is being brought into the 
country by nature's processes of growth and reproduction* Even 
If the eamsration of adults is substantially complete and that 
of children far from complete, no valid ground has been shown 
for believing that the percent of omissions of children differs 
widely from census to census* Each census is organised more 
efficiently than the l&st and gathers its information from a 
better educated, less suspicious, moie friendly population*
Hence, such amissions should and probably do tend to become 
relatively less frequent* In that case, the reported nun her 
of children would increase from census to census faster than 
the actual number, and the tendency of such a gradually dis­
appearing error would be to mask rather than to exaggerate the 
real decline in the proportion of children*
It is debatable question whether the population with which 
the number of children is compared should be the total popula­
tion, the adult population, the women of child-bearing age, 
or the married women of child—bear!nr age* lach method has its 
advantages* The proportion to the total population can be com­
puted for a longer period than any other and hence it is better 
adapted for a preliminary survey of the general trend. But 
for most purposes a comparison with the number of women of 
child—bearing age seems the best* The number of women of 
child-bearing age is known only for 1890 and 1900. Partly for 
this reason, partly because many of the influences tending to 
decrease the birth rate tend also to decrease marriages, and 
partly because limiting the comparison to married women ex­
cludes the influence of illegitimacy, the comparison between 
children and married women should be used only In a subsidiary
way.w
6%alter f* *»i 11cox, Proportion of Children to *icroea in the 
United States, p* 10* It is interest in.. to not© that tHr^wcIfCh" 
Census q£ fits feiitgd dtatee, Special iieporta, Supplementary Analysis 
and Derivative Tables (flashIngtom Croverment Ibrintiwf ■'OTTce*"' 
pp. U05-h37, contains a portion of this report and reproduces the 
statement found in the previous publication, se<~ page UOb*
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In the study of fertility In the United States* probably no name 
ie non important than Warren S. Thompson. His monumental study, based 
an the returns of the Census of 1920, mas the first to make extensive 
use of the fertility ratio in studying rates of reproduction of various 
residential, racial, and foreign-born groups. This work constitutes a 
landmark in the statistical study of variations in fertility* In the 
introduction to this monograph, Thompson carefully explains the nature 
and use of the fertility ratio in comparing the reproductive performance 
of different groups* He says:
It is by no means the same as the birth rate, although 
in communities of similar age and sex composition and having 
practically identical death rates, the ratio of children to 
women varies directly with the birth rate; that is, under 
given conditions, a community with a birth rate of 20 would 
have a ratio two-thirds that of a community having a birth 
rate of 30*
The ratio of children under five to women 20 to UU years 
of age is affected by three largely independent variables;
(a) the specific birth rate; (b) the death rate of children 
under five; and (c) the age distribution of women within the 
age group 20 to UU years of age* The ratio of children to 
women could only be translated into terms of birth rates if 
the mortality of children under five were the same in all 
groups and if the age distributions of the women in the basic 
group were also the same* These ratios can, however, be used 
for comparative purposes if we bear in mind their limitations*
What these ratios really measure is the effective reproduction 
of different groups* *
In addition to the writers and their specific works previously 
noted, a nmber of others have made valuable contributions to the 
statistical study of differential fertility* The works of Frank W* 
Kotestein, Clyde V* Kiser, Edgar Sydenstricker, Katherine Berry,
Begins K* Stix, Charles ft* Beebe and others of the research staff of
^^Thompson, JEtatio of Children to flomen* lj?2Qa pp. 16-17*
tbs Mllbank Memorial Fund, represent the most comprehensive and fruit- 
ful attacks upon the problem of differential fertility ever undertaken 
by a private research organisation in this or any other country, ̂
While it is not our intent to discuss the many other scholars who have 
made notable contributions to an understanding of the phenomena of dif­
ferential fertility, special note should be made of the worthwhile 
contributions of P, K* Whelpton, Frank Lorimer, and Fredrick Osborn*
The most ambitious recent attempt to provide statistical data on 
the trends and rates of reproduction of American women was undertaken 
by the Bureau of the Census in its decennial enumeration in 19^0* Five 
volumes were issued between 19 U3 and 19^7*^ Data contained in these 
publications were derived from sample enumerations from the thirteenth 
and sixteenth censuses. The statistics show the fertility of women 
15 to 7h years of age with important classifications for; total children
^Specific contributions of most of these scholars will be re­
ferred to in the appropriate sections of the discussion which follows,
^Specific reference is made to: P. K. $heIpton, Forecasts of 
the Population of the United States 19U5-1975, (Washington: Government 
Printing (if̂ ice, 19U7); barren 3, Thompson and P. K* whelpton, Popula­
tion Trends in the United States (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc., 1933) ;”Trank Lorimfer and Fredrick Osborn, Dynamics of Population 
(Mew forks The Macmillan Company, 193U)j and Frank Lorimer, Ellen 
Winston and Louise K. Kiser, Foundations of American Population Policy 
(Wear Yorks Harper and Brothers, 19^0),
6*lThe first report was entitled, Sixteenth Census of the United 
States, Population: Differential Fertility 19UQ and 1910 * Per till ty 
for ^tates and targe Cities1* (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
19U3)I subsequent reports deal with ’Standardised Fertility hates and 
Reproduction Rates” {X9UU)J "Women by Number of Children under Five 
Years Old" (19k5)} "Women by Number of Children Ever Born" (I9l|5), and 
"Fertility by Duration of Marriage" (19U7), gives a brief description 
of the materials found in other reports*
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ever born, amber or children under five and five to nine years; age 
at marriage mad duration of marriage; educational status of women, 
employment status and occupations of husbands; migration and average 
monthly rental values of homes and tenure. These data are available 
for the United States, the regions, geographic divisions and states; 
for urban, rural—far® and rural-aonfarm residence; for cities of more 
then 250,000 population; for metropolitan cities of 1,000,000 inhabi­
tants or more and urban and rural-nonfam classifications in these 
districts* These data, which are unparalleled in the history of the 
Bureau of the Census, provide a veritable mine of information for de­
tailed studies of differential fertility* These publications give of­
ficial recognition to the importance of fertility in any modern demographic 
study*
b* Differentials in Fertility* The modern literature of 
differential fertility has been greatly influenced by two different 
groups of writers, who have contributed substantially to the total number 
of studies* One group of writers devote their attention to showing 
the higher fertility of nonwhites in comparison with whites* rthile 
these studies are valuable in many ways, they tend to popularize the 
erroneous ideas that nonwhite races will eventually outnumber and over­
run the whites* ifcith proper refinements introduced into well-conceived 
studies, competent scholars show conclusively that differentials in 
reproduction between racial groups are more apparent than real*
Another group of studies are those produced by the population 
eugenicists* Their major emphasis is directed to the failure of the 
better educated classes to have sufficient children for replacement 
while the less educated have more than their share* From this they
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conclude that the population is deteriorating in quality. Although no 
eae would doubt the general validity of the principle of class dif­
ferentials, it appears that the eugenicists* argument suffers from two 
grave error*. First, they fail to recognise that education and/or in­
telligence are composed of a complex set of interrelated factors, such 
as economic and social status, religion, family background, tradition, 
and cue tea. Second, their argument starts with a socio-economic premise 
and reasons to a biological conclusion, the present state of knowledge 
concerning the relative importance of environment in human development 
and biological factors in human inheritance is so limited as to reduce 
the eugenic argument to an academic discussion,^
1* Residence. It is impossible to determine precisely when 
the rural-urban differential in population fertility first began in 
the course of human civilisation. From the literature, it appears to 
have existed for a very long time, probably as early as man’s first 
settlement in fixed abodes. Regardless of time of origin, the relation­
ship between residence and fertility was among the earliest principles 
established. As Smith aptly says, "it is a demographic truism that the 
country is the producer of children and the city the consumer.
^For an excellent discussion of this matter see T. Swann Harding, 
•Are W© Breeding WeaklingsV" The American Journal of Sociology, XLII 
(1937ipp. 672-680.
ijtSmith, The Sociology of Rural life, p. li*0| also T. Iynn 
Smith and Homer L. Hitt. The People of Xoulsiana (Baton Rouges Louisiana 
State University Press,
1*1*
- The earliest census returns suggest that notable differentials in 
reproduction between rural and urban women in the United States existed 
at a w r y  early data. Jaffa was very much impressed by differentials 
is "gross reproductive rates'* for rural and urban women in 1600*
• • • these differentials had already existed for a long 
time, that is, they were too great at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century to have originated then. Although the data 
are not conclusive it is likely that the differentials in fer­
tility were as large at the beginning of the eighteenth century 
as they are today. Consequently it may be assumed that they 
had been in existence at the beginning of the eighteenth cen­
tury, if not earlier, far a culture would take some time . . .  
at least three or four generations. • • to develop such dif­
ferentials.
In a critical study of sample returns for native white women in the 
east north-central states from the censuses of 1900 and 1910, Kiser 
definitely established the existence of the rural-urban differential. 
Kiser also observed that the rate of reproduction was declining. More­
over, the decrease was greater in urban than in rural areas, thereby 
increasing the rural-urban differential between 1900 and 1910.
km early as 1900, the rural fertility rates were much 
higher than were those for the urban group. This was true 
for woman of all ages but the difference was smaller among 
the younger wives. The accentuation of these differences 
with increasing age suggests the greater prevalence of large 
families in rural homes than in the homes in the city. . • 
whereas the urban rate declined considerably during the 
1^00-1910 interval, the change in the rural rate was less 
important. • • in 1900 the rural rate was 1*0 percent higher . 
than the urban rate5 in 1910 it was about £l percent higher. ^
J. Jaffe, "Differential Fertility in the White Population 
of Early America," Journal of Heredity. XXXI (191*0), p. 1*09.
68Clyde V. Kiser, "Trends In the Fertility of Social Classes 
from 1900 to 1910" Human Biology. V (1933), pp. 266-267.
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Brow the 1$Q0 data Kiser^ demonstrated that differentials in 
reproduction varied inversely with the sise of community. Based on 
age standardised rates he found that 100 rural wives had 270 children % 
village 220} Moderately urban centers 193} and those in Chicago had lljlu 
Sydanetricker and ftoteatein^Q came to essentially the same con- 
dasiett regarding the higher fertility of rural women. Their compre­
hensive analysis of 69,620 married women who were residing with their 
husbands and were less than 45 years old at the time of the 1910 enum­
eration shewed 100 rural women had 260 children, while a like number 
of urban women had 1&0*
To show how rural-urban differentials were reflected in the size 
of family, Motestein^ used the number of families reporting none, one, 
two, three, four, and/or five or more children. The proportion of no­
child families was greater among urban than rural women, and families 
containing five or more children were more than twice as great among 
rural than urban wives.
69Clyde V. Kiser, "Fertility of the Social Classes in Different 
Types of Communities of the East horth Central States in 1900", Journal 
of the American Statistical Association, XXVII (1932), p. 376.
70Edgar Sydenatrickor ana Frank Ivotestein, ,! Differential 
Fertility According to Social Class," Journal of the American Statistical 
Association XXV (193Qi pp. 26-27. ~ ™  ”  "
^Frank W. Notestein, "The Decrease in Sise of Families from 
I89O to 1910,” The Mllbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, IX (1931), pp. 184- 
185} also his conclusion of ihe relationship between size of family 
and size of comaunity in "Differential Fertility in the last Worth 
Central States. * The Milbsnk Memorial Fund Quarterly, XVI (1930). 
pp. 171-190.
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The importance of rural life and agriculture and the depressing 
influence of cities on fertility constitute the core of Thompson’s 
analysis of the 1920 Census data* Table I, from his monumental study 
clearly shows the essential relationship between residence and rates 
of reproduction for native and foreign-born white women* Thompson 
stressed the rural-urban differential in these words;
Of the factors which we have been able to take account 
hare the rurality of the state as measured by the percent 
of the total population that is rural appears to be most 
closely related to the ratio of children in the native pop­
ulation* This was to be expected* It has been apparent 
from the outset of this study that urban living has a de­
pressing effect upon the birth rate* It would naturally 
be assumed in consequence that in proportion as the influence 
of urban living becomes greater and more pervasive, the 
ratio of children would show a decline* When we find, 
then, a fairly high degree of correspondence between the 
rurality of the state and the ratio of children in the 
rural population, it would seem that we are justified in 
saying that the expectation has been fulfilled*
He are also justified in concluding that the influence 
of urban communities in a state does not stop at the cities' 
boundaries* Where a large part of the population of a state 
is rural, there the attitudes of mind and habits of life of 
the entire population tend to be those distinctive of rural 
chrellers; but where a large part of the population is urban, 
the attitudes of mind and habits of life characteristic of 
urban dwellers tend to permeate the entire community, at 
least as regards births* hven the rural population of a 
highly urbanised state has a lower ratio of children than 
in a mare rural state* &
Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920, pp. 90-91*
See also Walter F* Willcox, Proportion of Children in the United 
States, especially pp* 17-18j P* K* Whelpton, "Industrial Development 
anti Population Growth," Social forces, 71(1928), pp* 1*̂ 3-1*6 7 and 629— 
6j8, especially Table II, page U52; 0. 1. Baker, "The Effects of 
Recent Public Policies on the Future Population Prospect," Rural 
Sociology, II (1937), pp. 121-11*2, his concluding comments are especial- 
ly pertinent on pp* 139-11*1 and National Resources Committee,
Problems of a Changing Population (Washington* Government Printing 
Office, 19J87, p* m ,  which graphically illustrate what has taken 
place between IBOO and 1930*
hi
Table I* Comparative Fertility Ratios of Native-White and Foreign-
Born White dfatnen, By Marital Condition and Residence, 1920 •

















All women 341 390 434 477 721Harried, widowed,
and divorced women 512 554 60S 646 8 99
Foreign-born white
women:
All women 679 766 861 873 998Married, widowed,
and divorced women 819 901 988 995 1,092
25,000 inhabitants 2,500 to 25,000 Itural
and over inhabitants districts
Native white womens
All women 355 459 721
Married, widowed,
and divorced women 525 630 899
Foreign-born white
women:
All women 697 867 998
Married, widowed,
and divorced women 636 991 1,092
Sourcei Warren S. Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920, Census 
Monograph H  (Washington* ^overrrnienlPrinting Office, 1931), 
p. 177.
Differentials in rural and urban rates of reproduction reported by 
Thompson in 1920 were just as impressive in 1930, according to Lorinier 
and Osborn, who demonstrated, n« • • that each of one-hundred rural 
farm women were bearing enough children in the course of their lives to 
supply 162 women in the next generation, whereas each 100 women in large 
cities (250,000 inhabitants and over) were producing only about 77
ua
surviving females. The reproduction rate lor the farm group thus 
appears as more than double that for the metropolitan group* in fer­
tility* " They concluded* "the rural-urban differential may truly be 
characterised as the most conspicuous phenomenon in the demographic 
situation of the United States at the present tirae*"^
After a critical examination of fertility ratios among native and 
foreign-born whites and Kegroes in different sized communities from 
the census data from 1910 to 1930* the Urbanism Committee of the 
national Resources Committee stated? "Ro matter what group we are 
considering* therefore* for the past twenty-five years* at least* it 
is found that rural women are considerably more fertile than urban 
wanes! and that urban women are less fertile in large cities than in 
snail cities*
In his worthwhile study of population trends in Ohio* Beck paid 
particular attention to the variations in birth rates among rural and 
urban groups, his explanations of the underlying factors associated 
with these differentials appear highly significant.
It is evident from this study of birth and reproduction 
rates for 1930 that urban life as we know it is not conducive 
to childbearing. Children are a luxury and a heavy responsi­
bility to the average urban family. The cost of rearing 
children according to accepted standards has been rising.
Families often have to choose between having another child or 
buying a new car or living in another neighborhood, it is a 
question of having ’things* or babies and many choose the former* 
judging from the downward trend in the number of births. To
^Frank Lorimer and Fredrick Osborn, lynamlcs of Population 
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 193U)*p* 30. See Appendix I for a 
discussion of the method for computing this index*
^Rational Resources Committee* Populatlon Statistics, "Urban 
Data" (Washingtons Government Printing Office, 193? )> P* 21.
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the exteat that urban culture, with its gadgets and standards, 
has invaded the hinterlands of our large cities, the rural 
birth rate, too, has declined*
Tee things are necessary for urban influences to spread 
into the outlying rural areasj easy coma unication and time* 
the autosobile and all-year roads have intensified rural-urban 
contacts. The automobile is a very recent invention and our 
state system of good roads still more recent. The automobile 
and good roads have aided in urbanising the country in two 
ways j (a) by giving the rural dweller more frequent contacts 
with the city and (b) by making possible rural residence for 
the city worker. • •*5
In his census monograph, Thompson^  suggested that rural fertility 
tends to increase as distance fro* large cities increases. Subsequent 
studies by Kolb and Brunner and Beek?? partially verified this thesis. 
However, in 1936 fhelpton^ maintained that fertility does not always 
increase as distance from the urban centers increases. The most am­
bitious attempt to quantitatively determine the exact nature of this 
relationship was undertaken by the Scripps foundation for Research in 
Population Problems in cooperation with the Urbanism Committee of the 
Rational Resources Committee. Sixteen groups of townships that were 
chiefly rural and which extended out from 11 large cities geographically
75P. G. Beck, Recent Trends in the Rural Population of Ohio 
(Columbus3 Ohio Agricultural 7‘xperiment Station Bulletin ^33, 193E) ■> 
p. 27.
^Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920, p. 27.
77Edmund des Brunner and J. H. Kolb, Rural Social Trends 
(New lorki McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1933), p. 139 and Beck, opT cit,, 
p. 3U*
^P. K. Whelpton, "Geographic and Economic Differentials in 
F e rtility ,"  The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, CU.liiVIII (193^7, pp. 37-55, especially page 1*3.
So
distributed throughout the United States were selected. The ratio of 
Children under five per 1,000 rural persons in these townships was used 
as the Measure of fertility. The ratios were correlated with distance 
from cities and other economic and demographic information. The cor­
relations between fertility and distance from cities varied for the 
different areas and were not considered significant. The committee's 
summary was that, *distance was highly significant in five areas, 
significant in four areas and of no significance in seven areas. 
Thompson^0 and his collaborator were of the opinion that both isolation 
and economic status of rural communities are important factors in de­
termining birth rates.
As suburbanisation increases, limited evidence indicates the de­
velopment of another differential between fertility and residence. 
Beegls, ̂  among other things, found that fertility ratios increased 
sharply just outside the corporate limits of the central cities of 
Michigan. Be reported that rates for the fringe population were greater 
than the adjacent farm population, and that in the fringe areas they 
exceeded urban rates by more than 60 per cent.
^national Resources Committee, Population Statistics, nUrban 
Data," p. 23. For a complete discussion of the findings for each 
area, see pages 21-23*
^Barren S. Thompson and Welle Jackson, nFertility in Rural 
Areas in Relation to Their Distance from Cities, 1930," Rural 
Sociology, V (1940), pp. Ili3-l62.
^J. Allen Beegle, "Characteristics of Michigan's Fringe Popu­
lation, ** Rural Sociology, XII (1947), pp. 254-263.
51
Attempts have been made to determine the relationship between 
fertility and residence in specific areas of cities* One such study 
mas done by Thompson^ ^t h  eensus-tract data* The results showed 
highest fertility ratios prevailed in tracts with low monthly rentals, 
high percentages of gainfully ©aployed workers in manufacturing, low 
proportions of gainfully employed women, and high proportions of mar­
ried women* With the exception of monthly rentals in some cases, rates 
were lowest when these variables reflected opposite conditions to those 
prevailaing in census tracts with high fertility ratios*
Hth one exception, among Harlem Negroes in 1920 and 1930 Frasier^ 
found a progressive increase in the ratio of children under five years 
of age to women 20-Uh years from the first to the fifth residential 
tone*
Because our interest is confined largely to this countxy, no effort 
is made to review studies for other countries* Excellent summaries^* 
for numerous countries verify the principle of rural-urban differentials
Warren S. Thompson, "Some Factors Influencing tho Ratio of 
Children to Women in American Cities, 1930," The American Journal of 
Sociology, XL7 (1939), pp. 133-199* The cities included Boston, 
Buffalo, Cincinnati, Chicago, Cleveland, Columbus, Indianapolis, and 
Pittsburgh*
^£* Franklin Frazier, "Negro Harlem i An Ecological Study, 13 
The American Journal of Sociology* XLIII (1937)* pp* 72-88 and "Urban­
ization of the Negro Family,” American Sociological Review, II (1937),
pp. 609-618.
pi
See the excellent reviews for about 20 countries representing 
five continents in, Piiirim A. Sorokin and Carle C* giramerman, 
Principles of Rural-Urban Sociology (New York! Henry Holt and Company, 
1929)9 pp. 205-2So, and fhompson, Population Problems pp. 179-186.
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in fertility are world-wide phenomena* For example, Mia and 
Hutchinson^ computed the number of confinements per 1,000 women in 
four Swedish communities for 1930 and 1931 and observed, among other 
things, that fertility decreased steadily from the more rural to the 
more urban communities*
numerous writers have pointed to wide regional and geographic 
differentials in fertility in this country* Since residence, race, 
foreign-bom groups, economic status, and many other factors, discussed 
in the following sections, are so closely associated with geographic 
variations in reproduction, these studies are not dealt with separately.^ 
To swmarize, it is well established that fertility rates are 
highest in the more agricultural and rural areas with lowest rates in 
industrialised areas and cities* flural-farm residents are more fertile 
than the nonfarm residents and urban residents are the least fertile* 
Fertility varies inversely with the sise of community, increasing as 
sise decreases and decreasing progressively as communities become more 
metropolitan. While limited evidence tends to support the thesis that 
fertility in the fringes of large cities is higher than within the 
central cities, data concerning the exact relationship between rural
8%arl Arvid Edin and Edward P* Hutchinson, 8tud3.es of Differential 
Fertility in Sweden (London* P. S. King and Son, Ltd*' 193.517"P* 1*3* *
See the excellent summary discussion and some of the liter­
ature cited by, P. K. Whelpton, "Geographic and Economic Differentials 
in Fertility,n pp* 37-Ulj also see, Katherine Berry, "Differential 
Fertility According to Geographic Areas in the United States," The 
ifiltoank Memorial Fund Quarterly, II (1931), pp* 70-9l*$ National de­
sources Commlitee, r̂obleniS of a Changing Population, pp. 119-130, 
and Rupert 3. Vance, "The Regional Approach to the Study of high 
Fertility,n The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, III {I9II4), pp. 356- 
371*.
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birth rates and distance from cities are contradictory.
2* Race and Nativity. This section reviews seme of the 
important contributions made to the study of differentials in repro­
duction among racial and nationality groups. Sotae studies showing 
the existence of differentials between groups of differing racial 
and nativity background frequently make erroneous interpretations and 
arrive at unwarranted conclusions. Raymond Pearl, one of the most 
critical students of human fertility, illustrates this point in some 
of his work. In 1932 he reported the results "of complete and carefully 
recorded histories of 581 white and 1kf> Negro women who had visited
the Bureau of Contraceptive Advice in Baltimore during the period 1927 
87to 1933** The Negro women as a group showed superiority in preg­
nancy, birth, and reproductive wastage rates. Pearl concluded that the 
differentials between whites and Negroes were mainly expressions of 
innate biological differences rather than any environmental differences. 
Later in the same year he reported from 2,000 cases collected by 
cooperating hospitals in the east that "there is a remarkably close 
agreement between white and Negro groups in respect to the relative 
(percentage) frequency of women who have experienced the various numbers 
of pregnancies. While there is a systematic difference between the two 
curves in the direction of the higher fertility of Negroes the difference 
is not so great as might have been expected.
87Raymond Pearl, "Some Data on Fertility and Economic Status," 
Hunan Biolair, IV (1932), pp. 5>2f>-5*>3} cf. Smith and Hitt, oj>. cit.
p. 150.
op
Raymond Pearl, "Contraception and Fertility in 2,000 Women," 
Human Biology, IV (1932),pp. 363-407* Quotation from page 393.
&
She competence of this researcher was reflected two years later 
when he reported on the final results of the same study. His con­
clusion and retraction were stated as followsi
Wh&t tliis suggests biologically is that the innate 
natural fertility of these women is about the same in 
the different economic classes here distinguished, and 
that the differences in average expressed fertility ob­
served in the different economic classes are due mainly 
to different degrees of artificial alteration of innate 
natural fertility. On the basis of the present material 
this conclusion seems clear and indubitable,
I confess that it goes fundamentally contrary to the 
conclusions I had tentatively reached from the earlier 
studies of the matter and from critically reading the 
literature in the field#*9
As quantitative data have accumulated evidence seems doubtful 
that there has been any factual basis for the misconceptions and er­
roneous interpretations that non-whites are more fertile than whites. 
Smith, more than any of his contemporaries, lias vigorously maintained 
that differentials between whites and Hegross must be analysed in a 
very careful manner, with appropriate consideration given to detailed 
residential classifications of the taro groups. He says*
Analysis will show that the higher fertility of the 
tfegroes in 191*0 should be attributed to the fact that 
they are rural dwellers in a larger proportion than the 
whites. If the situation for each of the regional and 
residential categories is studied carefully, this stands 
out clearly. The net reproduction rates of the urban 
whites are fully as high as those of the non-whites.
Among the rural-non-fajrm population, the difference seems 
in favor of the whites. But in the South where the bulk 
of the non-whites or hegroes reside, the differential
QqRaymond Pearl, "Contraception and Fertility in U,9U5 Homens 
A Second Report on a Study of Family Limitation," Human Biology, VI 
(193U), pp, 390-391*
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among the rural—farm population is considerably in favor 
of the Negroes.
In his careful analysis of the 1920 census data Thompson points 
out that Negro rates were not essentially different from whites.
In spite of the high unaerenumerat1on of Negro children under five 
years, he summed up differentials in white and Negro fertility as fol­
lows:
• • • In the South, except in the cities, the ratio 
of children to Negro women is probably greater than among 
the white women, but in the North this is not the case, 
except possibly in the rural population of a few states.
In the cities both in the North and South, the Negroes have 
much smaller ratios than the whites, even when due allowance; 
is made for omissions. City life seems to have an even more 
depressing effect on the Negro birth rate than on that of the 
whites.-^
In another place he emphasized that increasing size of communities 
was more important in reducing Negro than white rates of reproduction.
. . .  with very few exceptions the ratio of children 
to Negro women rises as the size of community decreases.
Everywhere the rural population has the highest ratio; 
with the exception of the Northern and Western states, 
where it is quite small, the rural population lias an excess 
over the need for permanent maintenance. • •
Thas we find that the Negroes, like whites, but even 
more rapidly are losing their reproductive vitality by- 
living in cities. For the Negro to leave the rural South 
means that he has taken a long step towards becoming sterile*
'̂'Smith, Population Analysis, p. 212; also J. Allan Beegle and 
T. Lynn Smith, Differential Fertility in Louisiana (Baton Rouges Louisi­
ana Agricultural Experiment £ tat ion Bulletin ij.03, 19 U6), p. 27 for re­
sults of a detailed analysis of the Louisiana data and Smith and Hitt, 
op. cil. pp. 50-153*




the Urbanism Committee of the National Resources Committee com- 
pared fertility ratios among native and foreign-born whites and Negroes 
for the period 1910 to 1930* The adjusted standardized ratios in 
Table II show the essential nativity and racial differentials. During 
said) decade urban and rural foreign-born women had the highest ratios# 
Shile urban Negroes had lower ratios than either native or foreign- 
born whites, they were conspicuously more fertile than native whites 
in rural areas during the entire period and less fertile than foreign- 
born whites ia 1910 and 1920,^
Coa&tmity differentials in white and Negro fertility reported by 
Thompson were confirmed by the National Resources Committee from the 
1930 census date* Although net rates of reproduction for the total and 
rural Negroes were higher than the whites, Negroes were about ten per 
cent less fertile than whites in all urban communities# The committee 
s®uaarised the comparative decrease in fertility between Negroes and 
whites in different residential groups in the following words*
In urban areas in 1925-29 the fertility of the native 
white women was lU percent below, and that of Negro women 
was 28 percent below, the corresponding replacement levels. 
Fertility drops as the size of community increases# It 
falls from rates of increase per generation of 60 percent 
for the native white women and oQ percent for Negro women 
in the rural-fara population to rates of decrease of 21* and 
32 percent respectively, for white and Negro populations in 
cities of 100,000 or more inhabitants# ̂ 5
^National Resources Committee, Population Statistics, Urban 
Data, p, 21#
oF ̂National Resources Committee, Problems of a Changing 
Population, p# 13h#



















United States h99 51*8 551* 555 838 608 591* 785 736
100,000 and over 337 1*79 335 350 725 287 350 660 297
25,000-100,000 390 55o 355 1*03 819 327 395 726 338
10,000-25,000 1*30 630 391* 1*1*9 928 377 1*31* 787 1*15
2,500-10,000 1*62 631 1*13 1*95 91*6 1*11* 1*86 633 1*98
Urban 380 513 355 399 778 327 399 713 365Rural 683 770 788 71*5 1,100 826 779 1,051 950
Nonfarm 609 690 605 61*7 1,059 607 _ _ _ - -
Farm 752 925 385 815 1,168 918
^Adjusted for underenumeration and standardised for age distribution of all women in the United 
States in 1930.
Sources National Resources Committee, Population Statistics, "Urban Data" (YYashingtons Government 
Printing Office., 1937)* p. 21.
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Based on the average number of children living at home for mar­
riages that endured five to nine years Notestein^ reported 1*1*. 7 per 
cent of the Negro marriages were childless compared with 22.7 and 
18.0 per cent among native and foreign-born whites. In every sise of 
coraunity Negro rates were lower than whites and the differential in­
creased in the largest citiesj conversely, as the sise of community 
decreased the mean number of Negro children increased more than native 
or foreign-born whites.
From their study of 1,705 families living in the open country areas 
of five North Carolina counties, Hamilton and Tork^ demonstrated that 
differentials in white and Negro reproduction rates were not so marked 
in recent years, although during the entire period covered Negro women 
were conspicuously more fertile than whites. In 1930-3U, the adjusted 
white rate of reproduction was 21*8 and five years earlier, in 1925-29, 
the Negro rate was 250. The authors concluded there was a lag of ap­
proximately five years in the decline of Negro fertility.
In a well-executed study designed to determine contraceptive prac­
tices among white and Negro women in the coal mining areas of Logan 
County, West Virginia, Beebe^® found the number of children born per
^Notestein, "Differential Fertility in the East North Central 
States,** op. cit., p. 179i also his conclusion, "The Decrease in Size 
of Families from 1890 to 1910," op. cit., pp. 181-188.
97C. Horace Hamilton and Marguerite York, "Trends in the Fertility 
of Married Women in Different Social Groups in Certain Rural Areas of 
North Carolina," Rural Sociology. II (1937)*pp. 192-203.
^Gilbert Hf. Beebe, "Differential Fertility of Coal Miners in 
Logan County, West Virginia," The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly,
III (19̂ 1), pp. 189-195.
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100 years of married life was $ Q per cent greater for white than Negro 
women who were less than 1*5 years and living with their husbands at 
the time of investigation. Age-specific birth rates for Negro women 
op to 20-2ii years were slightly higher than whites, after which white 
women were significantly more fertile. Beebe maintained racial dif­
ferentials in fertility were involuntary, and that contraception was 
not an important factor. In the final report including 1,31*5 families 
the sase author concluded that white women at all ages had more live 
births per year of married life and were significantly more fertile 
than Negro women. ̂
XisorlOQ reported that crude birth rates for the colored popula­
tion in cities covered by the National Health Survey of 1935-36 were 
higher than whites. However, when birth rates were standardised, the 
rate per 100 woman was 86 for Negroes, 96 for native whites and 111 
for foreign-born whites. Kiser emphasised two significant facts in 
these eolor-nativity differentials: n0ne is that the fertility rates
of foreign-born white women are now only a little above that for the 
native white married women comparable with respect to age and residence, 
f&e other was that, although crude birth rates tended to be higher 
among colored than among whit© populations, the opposite situation 
tended to prevail when the analysis was restricted to married women in 
the childbearing age.1*2'01
^Gilbert V. Beebe, Contraception and Fertility in the South 
Appalachians (Baltimore t The Williams and Wilkins Company, 191*2)/p. "3.10.
^^Kiser, Group Differences in Urban Fertility, p. 30
^Ibid., p. U2.
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Similarities in fertility among foreign- and native-born whites 
probably existed in 1920, according to the National Resources Committee 
report* "In 1920, according to registered birth statistics, the fer­
tility of the foreign-born white women was 20 per cent greater than 
that of native white women, but the real differential is probably much 
leas**^02 Because the native-born whites are concentrated in the rural 
south where the under-registration of births is greatest and foreign- 
born whites live in northern cities where registration is fairly com­
plete, this report concluded that, "the birth rate of the foreign-born 
women is probably no more than 1*> percent— possibly only 10 percent—  
higher than that of native white women.
Studies of fertility for other nonwhite racial groups have not 
been numerous. In his census monograph, Thompson found that fertility 
among the Japanese, Indians, and Chinese was very similar to that of 
foreign-born whites. The Urbanism Committee of the National Resources 
Committee maintained that, n. • .urban residence has much the same 
effect upon the fertility of the minor racial groups as upon that of 
whites and Negroes, although rural-urban differences are usually smaller 
among the f o r m e r . This report indicated that fertility ratios among
102National Resources Committee, Problems of a Changing Popula­
tion, p. 128
^hoc. elt.
^*Tho»pBon, Ratio of Children to if omen, 1920, pp. 15U-156. 
logNational Resources Committee, Problems of a Changing Popula­
tion, pp. 128-129.
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other nanwhlte minor racial groups were about twice as high as among 
either whites or Negroes, A detailed study of Japanese fertility by 
Thomas and Sahaugh^®^ indicated that their rates were very high in 
comparison with whites in 1920, but by 19U0 they were almost equal to 
the whites.
The salient sociological factors involved in racia1-nativity dif­
ferentials have been well summarised by Lorimer and Osborn:
In general, there is clearly a tendency for families 
of foreign origin to adopt the family patterns of the more 
established families in their communities as in other re­
spects they adopt American ways of living. The tendency 
toward decline in fertility in various ethnic groups seems 
to be correlated with the tendency to intermarry with other 
groups. The ‘melting pot process1 tends to dissipate the 
original reproductive tenuency of most immigrant groups*
On the other hand, some groups may for a long time show un­
usual reproductive trends insofar as they remain isolated 
geographically in rural c own unities or in special city wards 
or culturally by differences in religion or other industrial 
patterns— as in the case of french Canadians in rural com­
munities in northern New England, or Mexicans in the Southwest. 
Apparently racial differences in fertility among various 
European groups in this country tend to persist only in so 
far as they become translated into persistent regional, 
cultural, economic, or cultural-economic differences. The 
problem of differential fertility among racial groups then 
becomes merged with the larger problem of differential fer­
tility among regional and social groups.
Georges Sabaugh and Dorothy Swaine Thomas, "Changing Patterns 
of Fertility Among the American-Japanese on the Pacific Coast,1 
American Sociological Review, X (19hS), pp. 6f»l-6$b. Kiser, Group 
Differences in Urban Fertility, found Mexicans and yellow races more 
fertile than Negroes in iLos Angeles and Houston, p. 28.
^°?Lorimer and Osborn, Dynamics of Population, p. £6. Similar 
views are expressed by Niles Carpenter,"Tamilgrants and Their Children, 
1920, Census Monograph 711, (Washington: bovemment Printing 0££lccJ“ 
19§^) pp. 178-210 and Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920,
pp. 18>-186*
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The results of our review of the literature of racial and nativity
differentials in fertility can now be summarized. There is no bio­
logical basis for differentials in reproduction between whites arid 
Negroes* When analyses are made for strictly comparable residential 
categories racial differentials tend to disappear* Rural-farm Negroes 
are wore fertile than native whites* However, in urban areas they
are less fertile and the differential in favor of the whites becomes
larger as the sise of community increases* Foreign-born white women 
are sore fertile than native-whites* However as foreign-born whites 
bee owe increasingly less important in the total population picture of 
the nation, differentials between these groups are loss marked* Other 
noswhite racial groups are about twice as fertile as Negroes and 
native whites; urban living seems to reduce their fertility in about 
the same way as Negroes and native whites*
3* Occupations and Socio-economic Status* Unlike some 
European co u n t r i e s , studies of the relationship between social classes 
and fertility developed receitiy in this country. The failure of 
Aaerlcan scholars to give earlier attention to this important aspect 
of fertility was due to the absence of well-defined social classes
and the inadequacy of factual data to which statistical techniques
109could be applied*
^^Thoopson, Population Problems, credits Rertillion with making 
the earliest study showing ^that fertility varied inversely with the 
degree of ease of the population in four of the largest cities of 
Europe," p* 166.
^^Frank tf* Notestein, "The Relation of Social status to the 
Fertility of Native-Born 'tfhite Women in the United btates,” Proceedings 
of the International Population Union, Problems of Population, edited 
by G. H* L* F. Pitt-Rivers (Londoni George Allen and Unwin, Ltd*, .1932), 
pp, U?-lii9, for a thorough discussion of this matter.
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Sine© 1930, under the stimulus of the researchers associated 
with the Milbank Memorial Fund, numerous studies of class differentials 
harm bean made. This group has produced the bulk of recent American 
literature on the topic. Although the Milb&nk scholars measured fer­
tility in a variety of ways they relied chiefly on occupations and 
incomes for differentiating social classes. This section reviews some 
outstanding studies which show the relationship between fertility and 
socio-economic status.
Although studies of class differentials started late in this 
country, the evidence strongly suggests they are not new. In his ex­
cellent appraisal of the topic, Notestein wrote in 1933, "the more
rapid increase in the lover than the upper classes in this country goes
n owell back to the nineteenth century. * While the results are not 
conclusive, Jaffe^- pointed out that rural-urban class differentials 
in reproduction existed at the turn of the nineteenth century. With 
data from the census of 1800 and other sources, he found the non- 
propertied classes in Providence, Rhode Island, were about one-fifth 
more fertile than propertied classes; and counties in Georgia and 
South Carolina reporting no slave holders were about one-fourth more 
fertile than counties reporting the highest percentage of slave owners.
An early attempt to determine the relationship between fertility 
and occupational classes was undertaken by Raymond Pearl* ̂ 2 Using
■^Vrank w. Eotestein, "The Differential Rate of Increase Among 
the Social Classes of American Population," Social forces, XII (1933^ p. 32.
Jaffa, oj). cit., pp. ii08-i|l0.
^^Raymond Pearl, "Differential Fertility," Quarterty Journal 
of Biology, II (I92?i >pp* 102-118.
6k
data from the census of 1920 and the vital statistics reported for 
1923* be computed the average number of children produced by mothers 
during their reproductive lifetime, whose husbands were more than 1̂ 5 
years of age. The occupations of husbands were reclassified and re­
lated to the average siae of family as shown in Table III. When the 
professional group is used as the base and assigned a value of one, the 
average relative size of families increased as the occupations became 
more manual in nature. Pearl concluded as follows 3
Saaraing the whole case up, it appears that the great 
laboring groups, manufacturing, agriculture, and mining, 
not only hare a higher proportion of more fertile families 
per unit of population so occupied than do the other oc­
cupational groups, but also they have a much larger average 
number of children per family. Put in another way the case 
comes to this: Professional, clerical, trade, domestic, and 
personal service, public service, and transportation occu­
pational classes are reproducing themselves in such a manner 
as not to maintain in quite its present status their rela­
tive representation in the population. But the heavy labor­
ing classes, manufacturing, agriculture, and mining, are 
reproducing themselves in excess of their present representa­
tion in the population.
Using similar data from the census bureau reports of vital statis­
tics for 1925, Ogburn and Tibbits,^* with minor exceptions, confirmed 
the findings of Pearl, when the average number of children born to 
mothers of 1925 were grouped according to the occupations of husbands, 
miners were most fertile, followed by agriculturalists, and mechanical 
and manufacturing workers. Transportation, public service, domestic 
and personal service workers were about equally fertile. Tradesmen 
were slightly less fertile than professionals, who in turn were more
113Ibid., p. 112.
■^^Williaa F. Ogburn and Clark Tibbitts, "Birth Rates and Social 
Classes,n Social Forces, VIII (1928),pp. 1-10.
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Table III* Relative Average Sise of Family by iJajor Occupational 
Class of Fathers, 1923*




Domestic and personal service 1.27Public service 1.31
Transportati on 1#UU
Manufacturing and mechanical industries 1*56Agriculture, forestry, and animal industry 1.65
Extraction of minerals 1.90
Sources Raymond Pearl, nDifferential Fertility,’* Quarterly 
Journal of Biology, II (1927), p. 107*
fertile than clerical workers* The authors concluded that, f* statistics 
of the number of children ever barn to mothers of a particular year 
are so highly correlated with birth rates in the larger occupational 
groups, they may be used as indexes of the birth rate.
Although Thompson did not devote particular attention to occu­
pational differentials in fertility, he suggested that there was a 
relationship between the dominant activities of a city and the ratio 
of children to women in it. That Is, cities devoted chiefly to m&nu- 
f&ctiaring have higher ratios than commercial and trading cities, while 
those providing professional and cultural services have lowest ratios.
U ’lbld., p. 10.
^•^Thowpaon, fiatlo of Children to Tloiqeii. 1920, p. 1,6 ff,
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Kiser was of the opinion that urban social classes in 1900 were 
sore clearly differentiated with respect to fertility than rural 
classes* While farm owners, farm renters, and farm laborers uid not 
differ markedly in birth rates they were beginning to manifest dif­
ferentiation* At this time Kiser concluded four urban occupational 
classes constituted three fertility groups 5 professional and business 
combined to fora the white collar group and were lowest in fertility; 
skilled workers were intermediate; and the unskilled workers were highest 
in fertility.
Kiser wrote of these changes as followst
In general, the changes which took place were in the 
direction of lower rates and added differentiation accord­
ing to social class* The fertility of the professional 
class became dissociated from the other white collar workers 
although even in 1910 the difference between the profession­
al and business classes was less than that observed between 
the rural social classes* The urban unskilled workers fell 
belomr the rural classes. There was also increasing dif­
ferentiation within the rural group* At all ages and 
especially among women of 2$ years of age and over, the age 
specific rates for farm laborers were higher than those for 
farm renters and farm owners*117
In general, Sydenstricker and Notestein^*® confirmed Kiser fs find­
ings from their study of 69,620 rural and urban women from the 1910 
census* These authors reported that there was a consistent inverse 
relationship between fertility and rural social classes although
^Kiser, "Trends in the Fertility of Social Classes from 1900 
to 1910,” p. 272, also see, Rupert B. Vance, Research Memorandum on 
Population Redistribution within the United State's (New York* Social 
Science Research Council Bulletin 1*2, ̂ .933}, in which he accepts the 
validity of Kiser*s grouping of fertility classes, p. 37*
^^Sydenstricker and Kotestein, "Differential Fertility Accord­
ing to Social Class," pp. 27-29.
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differences were not so definitely marked as for the urban classes* 
With only two minor exceptions, none of the specific rates for the 
urban classes exceeded the corresponding rates for the rural classes* 
The most fertile urban unskilled corkers were less fertile than the 
least fertile rural-far® owners*
In their study of 1,305 open-country families in five North 
Carolina counties, Hamilton and Tork^? found farm-owners1 wives 
significantly less fertile than nonowners * wives* While the share- 
croppers* wives were more fertile than those of tenants, the authors 
attributed this to the operation of selective factors. Sewell‘S  
corroborated these findings in his study of completed farm families in 
Oklahoma but did not consider the differential fertility of croppers 
in comparison with tenants statistically significant*
Using supplementary data from the National Health Survey, Kiser 
studied fertility differentials for 13,23k white and Negro women re­
siding in strictly rural areas of 23 counties in Georgia, Missouri, 
and Michigan. His conclusion regarding the relationship between fer­
tility and the conventional ranking of rural social classes seems 
appropriates
With respect to agricultural families in the purely 
rural areas the fertility rates for fax® laborers were con­
spicuously higher than those for farmers* In the two states 
for which the farmers, exclusive of the farm laborers,
^^Baaiilton and Tork, 0£. cit.
^Sewell, og. cit.
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could be subdivided, there was the traditional situation 
of lowest birth rates for the farm owners, next for the 
faro renters, and highest for farm laborers. 3.21
It is important to note that these studies contradict Lorimer
and Osborn, who wrote in 193U that, ". . . variations in fertility in
relation to economic status among farm families are likely to be fairly
negligible, except for the high fertility characteristic of very
underdeveloped or retarded farming communities. . . Above a certain
moderate level of rural prosperity, there seems to be little or no
significant relationship between economic status and fertility among
farm families.
FTom his analysis of the sample census of 1900, Kiser reported 
that the size of community had little influence in altering the per* 
sistent inverse relationship between fertility and social classes. In 
this discussion he pointed out four noteworthy factors 1
First, in each type of community studied an inverse 
association between fertility and social status was mani­
fested* Second, with the exception of that of unskilled 
laborers living in moderately urban communities and vil­
lages, the fertility rate of each non-rural social class 
was lower than that of the farm owners, the least fertile 
rural class. Third, for each urban social class, fer­
tility was highest in villages, intermediate in urban 
centers of *>0,000-125,000 population, and lowest in Chicago. 
Fourth, a striking similarity of all communities appears 
with respect to the range of difference in fertility of 
the component social classes. ̂ 3
Kiser, Group Differences in Urban Fertility, pp. 201-203. 
Kiser also pointed oul that wives 03T"agricultural men were 1$ per cent 
more fertile than nonagricultural wives. Furthermore he concluded, 
"the highest and lowest rates for the agricultural families were re­
spectively higher than the lowest rates among the nonagricultural 
families,* pp. 20L-205*
122Lorimer and Osborn, og. cit., p. 92.
■^Kiser, "Fertility of Social Classes in Various Types of Com­
munities of the East Worth Central States in 1900," p. 37U-
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In 1938» Kiser issued a preliminary report on the fertility of 
16*831 native-white married women residing in the cities of Oakland* 
Newark* Grand Rapids* St. Paul, and Fall River, who were a part of the 
National Health Survey. Although he found the usual inverse relation­
ship between social classes and fertility, the relative position of 
lowest fertility had shifted from the professional to the business 
class. This change was verified by final results from the complete sur­
vey data and Kiser concluded that*
The distinction of the lowest average rate of marital 
fertility appears to have passed from the professional to 
the business class. Otherwise, the inverse relation was 
manifested. Described by age, the chief differentials in 
fertility along occupational lines were found among wives 
under 25* The analysis by area and sloe of community ap­
peared to confirm the trend toward diminishing variations 
by occupational class in the fertility or urban native-white 
married women. This trend appears to have progressed 
furtkerest in the cities of the Pacific coast. All occu­
pational classes of urban native-white wives in that area 
are characterised by low fertility rates.
As to the foreign-born wives, the combined data yielded 
an average picture of inverse relation between marital fer­
tility and occupational status. Wide variations in the 
characteristics of this relationship, however, were found 
izv the division of the sample ’ey area and size of community. 
Whatever the real situation may be, foreign-born women are 
rapidly passing out of the childbearing span, so their im­
portance from a population point of view is diminishing.
Proa the combined sample of colored wives of child­
bearing age, the analysis indicated a faintly discernible 
Inverse relation of birth rates with occupational class 
of head. Ninety percent of the group fell into the two 
laboring classes, skilled and unskilled, however; and 
there appeared to be little in the way of a consistent
12kClyde V. Kiser, "Variations in Birth Rates According to Oc­
cupational Status, Family Income, and Educational Attainment,1 The 
Kilbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, AVI (1938V pp. 29-56,
or marked difference between the taro predominant classes 
with respect to fertility.
The Inverse relationship between fertility and occupational class
70 Ahas been verified for England and Wales. However, Kdin and 
Hutchinson reported a positive relationship between these variables 
from their examination of data for Stockholm, Sweden.
• • * the general conclusion to be drawn was that for 
the period covered* the highest interraarital fertility in 
Stockholm was that of the upper classes, regardless of 
whether they were defined in terms of occupational, economic, 
or educational status* * * the fact of the reversal in 
Stockholm of the usual class differentials in interraarital 
fertility may be considered established.
Present knowledge concerning the relationship between occupations 
and fertility may be summarised. Rural groups are more fertile than 
urban occupational classes. Although birth rates are not vastly 
different fctong rural groups, farm laborers are the most fertile, 
tenants next and farm owners are least fertile. The most fertile urban 
unskilled laborers are less fertile than farm owners. The sise of 
community does not influence the conventional ranking and degree of 
differentiation of urban groups in fertility.
This section reviews some significant studies showing the rela­
tionship between Incomes and fertility. Regardless of the measure
^Kiser, Group Differentials In Urban Fertility, p. 78. Also 
see his preliminary report, "Birth. Rates arid Socio-Economic Attributes 
in w s , *  The Tllbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, XVIII (1939)? pp. 128-191#
W. Innes, Class Fertility Trends in England and ftales 
(Princeton* Princeton Uhiversiiy Stress, 9̂53)# pp. Linas,
"Class Birth Rates in England and Wales, 1929-1931,” The Mllbank Memorial 
Fund Quarterly, All (191.1)* pp. 72-96, and Chri3t apherTIetae, ' 'T5iTfer- 
entlal Reproduction in England,” The Vilbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, 
m i  (1939i #p. 28S-293*
^^Edin and Hutchinson, oj>. cit. p. 89.
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used to gouge incomes, the relationship between rates of reproduction 
anti incomes seems to be so well established that Vance remarked,
"Free richest to poorest regions, natural increase progressively de­
clines* • • For the nation and for each region the ratio of children 
decreased from the poor to the prosperous areas* w
With data from the census of 1920 and the National Bureau of 
Economic Research, Winston^? found a very high -*86 ± *03 correla­
tion between per capita income and the number of children under 15 
years per 1,000 native white women 15-5^ years who had ever married*
In his study of white and Negro women who visited the Bureau of 
Contraceptive Advice in Baltimore, Pearl correlated the average weekly 
incomes with the number of children born per ten years of married 
life* The coefficient for whites was -*230 t *027 and for Negroes 
—*173 A .055. Although some researchers might disagree Pearl says 
these are statistically significant correlations and mean “that within 
this material those women with the relatively higher family incomes 
tended to have fewer pregnancies and fewer children than those women 
in the relatively lower weekly incomes. ”130
Kiser found that the relationship between family incomes and birth 
rates for 375,628 colored and foreign-born women in the National Health 
Survey were not markedly different after incomes rose above ^3,000 per 
year. With one or two exceptions, birth rates in families with incomes
^^Vance, og# cit*, pp. 3U-35.
^^Sanford R. Winston, nThe Relation of Certain Social Factors 
to Fertility,” The American Journal of Sociology, XXXV (1930), pp* 
753-76U.
*3°Pearl, «Some Bata on Fertility and Lconomic Status,” p. 352*
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above $3,000 were higher than those with annual incomes between $2,000 
and $3*000* Kiser concluded, "In most instances there appeared to be 
an absence of an inverse association between birth rates and incomes 
among families reported earning more than #1,500 per y e a r .  ”^ 1
In the final report covering the total survey, the same general 
pattern prevailed for the colored and foreign-born wives* Birth 
rates were not greatly different among native white wives in the three 
highest incomes classes nor was the inverse association markedly 
lessened as family income was lowered* Among native white wives 
greatest variations in reproduction were in the youngest ages* With 
the exception of families with incomes of less than $1,000 annually or 
on relief, there were only slight variations after wives reached 2$ or 
30 years of age* iihen marital birth rates were analysed by region 
and else of community, the most consistent inverse relationship was 
reported for the large eastern cities. Similar relationships were ap­
parent for foreign-born wives with respect to age and the lowest income 
groups* Among colored wives, unlike native and foreign-born whites, 
the inverse relationship between fertility and incomes persisted to a 
greater extent into the older age groups* ̂ 32
The absence of a marked inverse relationship between marital fer­
tility and family incomes, particularly among native whits women in
^Clyde V* Kiser, "Birth Rates and Socio-Economic Attributes 
in 1935," The ililbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, XVII (1939), p. 1U7* 
Also see his"Trendsin Annual Birth Rates Among Married Women in 
Selected Areas According to Nativity, Age, and Social Class," The 
Hilbaak Memorial Fund Quarterly, XV (1937)# pp. U8-7U.
^ 2Kiser, Group Differences in Fertility, pp. Ihl-lUh and 
2i*U-2U6*
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the three highest income brackets, suggested a fundamental difference 
between marital and general fertility. Kiser therefore computed the 
fertility rates for all native white women in the childbearing ages and 
concluded:
It is therefore apparent that although changes may 
have developed in the pattern of class differences in 
marital fertility, there still appears to be a sharply 
defined and consistent inverse relationship between fer­
tility and socio-economic status when the factor of dif­
ferences in the proportions married is brought into the 
picture. This is important from the standpoint of re­
production rates, for the rate at which a general 
population reproduces itself obviously depends upon pro­
portions married at different ages as well as upon marital 
fertility. ̂ 3
The Urbanism Committee of the National Resources Committee found 
average monthly rentals and fertility ratios produced correlation 
coefficients that were twice the necessary values for high degrees of 
significance in most of the census tracts of eight large American 
cities. This report emphasized: KAmong the economic factors correlated 
with fertility, the closest relationship occurs in the case of average 
monthly rental— larger families being found in those tracts where 
rents are lower. • . It seems safe to assume that the amount of rent 
paid is an extremely good indication of income or economic status, and
133Ibld. . pp. 187-188 and Chapter VII. The original study was 
reported by Bernard D. Karpinos and Clyde V. Kiser, -'The Differential 
Fertility and Potential Rates of Growth of the Various Income and 
Educational Classes of the Urban Population of the United States,fl 
The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly. 2VII (29JfiVpp. 367-391.
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hence there is a highly significant inverse relation between income 
and fertility, except perhaps in the highest incane groups*
The inverse relationship between rates of reproduction and incomes 
for rural population groups was confirmed by Thompson* Thompson 
adjusted the county rural-farm and rural-nonfarm levels of living in­
dexes for racial differences* When counties were arranged from lowest 
to highest in levels of living there was a consistent decline in the 
fertility ratio as the level of living increased. With one exception 
rates for native white farm groups progressively declined as levels 
of living increased from group one to group ten* Among non-farm 
whites the rates fell consistently far each highest level of living 
group* Among non-whites, rates declined as the level of living in­
creased from group one to group four* For whites and Negroes, fer­
tility ratio® for the rural-farm population were substantially higher
^National Resources Committee, Population Statistics, Urban 
Data, p. 30* For a complete discussion see, Thompson, ^omeFactors 
Influencing the Ratio of Children to Women in American Cities," 
op* cit., pp. 183-199* Studies which corroborate these findings in­
clude, William F. Ogburn, Recent Social Trends, "The Family and Its 
Functions,* (New Tarki McGraw-kill So ok Company, Inc., 1933 ), pp* 601- 
608 and barren S* Thompson, Average Number of Children Per Woman in 
Butler County, Ohio: 1930, (’Washington s bureau of the Census, 19151* 
p. 91* For the complete sur.imary see pp. 7-13*
^^Warren S* Thompson, "Differentials in Fertility and Levels 
of Living in the Rural Population of the United States," American 
Sociological Review, XIII (1<?U8), pp. 516—53U} also, Margaret Jarroon 
Kagood, "Changing Fertility Differentials Among Farm-Qperator Families 
In Relation to the Economic Size of Farm," Rural Sociology, XXII 
(19U8),pp. 363-373, in which a positive relationship"Is reported 
between fertility and economic size of farm for Ohio and New lark*
For most states, particularly in the South, the historic inverse re­
lationship persisted*
in each comparable level of living group than for the rural-nonfarm 
population*
Beginning with the economic depression of the thirties, numerous 
studies were directed to determining the precise relationship between 
fertility and relief status* Most of these studies tend to verify that 
relief recipients are more fertile than non-relief families and confirm 
the positive association between relief status and fertility*
Sydenatricker and Perrott-^^ reported that families that were 
"’poor" (incomes less than $1,200) in 1929 and 1932 had higher birth 
rates than families that remained in "moderate” ($1,200-^2,000 
incomes} circumstances* When family income status changed from "moderate” 
to "poor" during the severest part of the depression, birth rates in­
creased in comparison with families who remained in "moderate” circum­
stances* The authors expressed ths opinion that, "high fertility was 
associated with inability to succeed in the competition for jobs brought 
about by the depression* n^37 they also found a positive association 
between low economic status, illness, unemployment, poverty, and high 
birth rates*
Based on approximately 1,000 households, representing the middle 
class working population in eight cities included in the Health Survey, 
Griffin and Perrott^® found relief recipients appreciably more fertile
^Edgar Sydenatricker and G, St. J. Porrott, "Sickness, Unem­
ployment and differential Fertility,1 The Milbank Memorial Fund 
Quarterly, HI, (193U), pp* 126-133.
I37Ibld., p. 133.
33Tfelen C. Griffin and 3. St. J. Perrott, "Orban Differential 
Fertility Daring the Depression," The Hilbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, 
XV (1937), pp. 75-89.
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than non-relief families. Significantly, fanilies on relief in 1932 
had high birth rates before their first relief grant in 1929, and the 
authors concluded that family limitation seemed to be more a social 
custom than an economic expedient*
Probably one of the best studies statistically showing the relation 
ship between relief status and fertility was Stouffer's^^ well-designed 
and executed study Q? 5,520 relief and a roughly comparable number of 
non-relief families residing in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and suburbs*
The author summarized the results in the following manners
Our data show that there were 35 percent more con­
finements between October 1, 1930 and December 31j 1933 
among 5*520 families on public relief than among a con­
trol group of non-relief families* However, this is ap­
parently an understatement of the difference. Calculating 
confinement rates per 1,000 months of exposure to the risk 
of pregnancy* we find the relief group had an excess of 
h2 percent.
Although Hamilton and York found birth rates among rural relief 
families in five North Carolina counties higher than non-relief 
families, they did not consider this difference statistically signifi­
cant* However, differentials for relief classifications were greater 
than for color or tenure. Sewell reported that rural families in 
Oklahoma on relief had a statistically significant difference of
1*39'Samuel A. Stouffer, "Fertility of Families on Relief,n 
Journal of the American Statistical Association, XXIV (193U )* no. 275- 
300*
^Xbld., p. 275.
^^HaoiiXton and lark, og cit., p. 197.
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1*5 more children per family than non-relief families*
Although the evidence is impressive regarding the inverse rela­
tionship between economic status and fertility, Edin and Hutchinson 
Aram data for 39*000 Stockholm households reported that fertility 
progressively increased as income increased* Highest rates were found 
in families where incomes exceeded 10,000 kroner annually. However, 
when classifications were made according to occupational status and 
incomes, there was an inverse relationship between incomes and fertility 
among industrial workers* ̂*3
The relationship between socio-economic status and fertility may 
be summarised as follows; Rates of reproduction are inversely related 
to occupational, economic, and social status* This has been well- 
established for the different racial and residential groups* Specific 
measures of socio-economic status, such as weekly incomes, family in­
comes, average monthly rentals, and levels of living correlate negatively 
with rates of reproduction, while relief status results in a positive 
association.
U* Education* For more than fifty years educators, eugeni- 
cists, and students of population have argued that low rates of re­
production among the better-educated classes tend to reduce the quality 
of the basic population* Because of this, numerous studies have been 
made showing the relationship between educational attainment and fer­
tility* However, to this date information showing the precise
Sewell, o£ cit*, p. 1*30.
'^Edin ana Hutchinson, og* cit*, pp. UO-56*
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relationship between these variables is contradictory and inconclusive. 
Ordinarily, education and intelligence are composed of a complex set 
of interrelated factors, such as: occupations, incomes, family back­
grounds, residence customs, and traditions. It is difficult, if not 
impossible, to isolate the influence of education per se, on the rate 
of reproduction,
Stanley Hall and his associate^* studied the size of families 
of college graduates from eastern schools from class records, biograph­
ies, and alumni records. Although no particular attention was de­
voted to fertility, they pointed out that the size of families for 
college graduates had been declining for a century and that since 
1870 none of these graduates produced sufficient children for population 
replacement.
In 1900 Smith‘d* statistically studied the size of families among 
3U3 college and 313 non-college women. She found the average age of 
college women at marriage was 26.3 years and non-college women 2h*3.
She attributed the difference of two years in average age at marriage 
as the fundamental factor underlying differences in size of families 
between college and non-college women. In 1936 Goods ellverified
G. Stanley Hall and Theodate Smith, ’Marriage and Fecundity 
of College Men and Women,** Pedagogical Seminary3 X (1903),pp. 273-3lL.I 
cf. Ruth 0 Truex, "The Size of Families in Three Generations," The 
American Sociological Review, I (1936X*PP« 531-391.
Roberts Smith, "Statistics of College and Non-College 
Warned," Publications of the American Statistical Association, XVI 
(l?36),pp. 1-26.
^*«lHyetine Goodacll, "The Size of Fanilies of College and 
Bon-College 15omen," The American Journal of Sociology. XII (1936),
pp. $85-597.
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these results from A study of 1*75 end 1*61 college and non-college 
women of about the sane age and from "the same walk of life.M At this 
time the difference in mean marriage age for the two groups was ap­
proximately a year and a half. While the non-college women average 
1*76 children compared with 1*56 for college women* Goodsell concluded 
the differential disappeared when adjustments were made for years of 
marriage*
Holmes reported that better-educated parents had the smallest fam­
ilies from his study of records of entering freshmen at the University 
of California from 1920-1921*. Families in which the parents reported 
that they had received a high school education averaged i*.38 persons in 
sisej those of parents who had a common school education averaged i*.17 
persons* and those of parents who reported a college education averaged 
3*10 persons. Holmes concluded that fleducation has a potent effect in 
reducing family else whether it is possessed by the male or female 
parent. "^7 Thompson* on the other hand* found the average sis a of 
college students' families was 1**32 persons from data collected in all 
regions of the United States* Based on the number of persons necessary 
for replacement he emphasised it was not true that people who sent their 
children to college were conaitting race suicide.
lJi7S. J* Holmes, "The Sise of College Families*" Journal of 
Heredity* XV (1921*i pp. l*10-l*llj similar results were reported by,
Eay Erwin Baber and Edward A. hoaa, Changes in the Average Size of 
American Families in One Generation (Madison: University of Wisconsin 
Studies in the Social Sciences and History* Bulletin 10* 1921*)* 
pp. 1*8-71*
^Tfarren S. Thompson, "The Size of Fanilies frora itfhich College 
Students Come,11 pp. 1*81-1*85.
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Suit and Kelson-^ studied the average size of families among 
women who had virtually completed their reproductive lives in two 
Utah communities. The study shoved that higher education among Moraons 
did not result in race suicide* The authors found very little differ­
ence in the average sise of families for mothers who reported none,
1-4 years, 5-8 years, high school, and college educations* Social 
attitudes, vocations, physical health, economic considerations and 
other factors were of greater significance than education in determin­
ing the sise of Mormon families*
ftroa 6l6 sample households in a specific type of farming area in 
Connecticut, Ihetten^^ found that the inverse relationship between fer­
tility and education disappeared when occupations, nativity, and re­
ligious factors were controlled by correlation analysis* Hence 
education by itself had a very slight influence on the sise of families* 
In his study of completed farm families in Oklahoma, Sewell^^- 
pointed out that the number of live births decreased as the educational 
status of women increased. When women were grouped into four classes, 
under 4, 4-6, 7-9# and 10 and over grades of school completed, the 
average naeber of children born alive was 6* 9, 5* 9# 5* 0 and 3* 7, re­
spectively* Significantly, the difference in the mean number of 
children born alive was 3*2 greater for the less educated compared with
^ % *  I* Butt and Lowry Kelson, nEducation and Size of Family,n 
Journal of Heredity, 111 (1928), pp. 327-330.
1^°»athan L. Whetten, wFducation and Size of Family,” Journal 
of Heredity. HIV (1933), pp. 275-278.
^^Sewell, 0)3. cit., p. 1*31.
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the most educated women.
Xaag^>2 f*ound a significantly high correlation of -. 73 between 
the median number of years schooling and the ratio of children under
10 to women 20-41* years of age for specific census tracts in Chicago.
Probably the best comparison between educational status and 
fertility for different nativity and racial groups in American cities 
is Kiser's analysis of 1935-1936 Health Survey data.
The inverse relation between educational status and 
birth rates, found at least to some extent within each
nativity-color group, was most consistently manifested
among native-white wives. Even among these the difference 
between the average rate for college and high school was 
relatively small. Furthermore, although the average fer­
tility rate for native white wives of 'under seventh grade' 
status was substantially in highest position, there ap­
peared to be no systematic pattern of variation in fer­
tility by specific grade of school attainment within the 
'under seventh grade1 group.
In the combined sample of foreign-born wives, 15-41* 
years of age, the college group ranked in lowest position 
and the 'under seventh grade' group in highest position.
Similar to the situation among the native whites was the 
lack of systematic variations in the fertility rates by 
-specific grades within the 'under seventh grade' group.
The analysis by age tenbea to emphasize similarities rather 
than variations in fertility rates by educational status.
Among the Negroes in the sample there was a marked 
similarity in the relationship between fertility and the 
subdivisions of educational status. College training among 
Negro wives had the same depressing effect on fertility as 
with other groups.^53
As was true for socio-economic status and fertility, Fdin and 
Hutchinson reported that the negative relationship between educational
152^1chard 0. Lang, "Population Characteristics Associated with 
Educational Levels and Economic Status," The American Sociological 
Review. II (1937^ pp. 177-161*.
*^Kis«r, Group Differences in Urban Fertility, pp. 109-110.
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status and fertility had been reversed in Stockholm, Sweden. These 
authors reported without exception, marital fertility progressively 
increased as educational status improved.
In summary, although it seems fairly well established that fer­
tility is inversely related to educational attainment, the influence 
of education on fertility is also particularly sensitive to the in­
fluence of other factors in the culture. Women with common schooling 
or less are conspicuously more fertile than women with high school 
educations* There appears to be little difference in rates of repro­
duction among women reporting high school or college educations.
5* Religion. Information concerning the relationship be­
tween religion sad fertility is less adequate than for education.
This deficiency results largely from: (1) difficulties inherent in 
isolating the interrelationships between occupations, nativity, and 
religloaj (2) the absence of mass data, such as the census, concerning 
religious affiliations and beliefs of large segments of the American 
population. Hewever, limited sample statistical studies invariably 
point to the higher fertility of Catholics than non-Catholics and the 
extremely high birth rates among Mormons in comparison with other 
Protestants and Catholics.
Among college students, Holme found that families in which 
parents were Catholic were largest and averaged U.UU) mixed Catholic 
and Protestant parents had the smallest families, averaging 3*0}
Jewish families averaged 3*73# which was slightly larger than 3*^8
l5hEdin and Hutchinson, og. cit., pp. 77-78. 
^^Holmes, og, cit., p. UJ1#
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for families in which both spouses were Protestant* While Thonipson^^ 
found Catholic families about one child larger than non-G&tholica, 
he did not attach any significance to this difference since unskilled 
workers and foreign-born groups constituted heavy proportions among 
the Catholics*
Perhaps Stouffer^? has contributed the best statistical studies 
to an understanding of the relationship between fertility and religion. 
The information was derived from UO,7?6 households in Milwaukee and 
suburbs and other Wisconsin cities for men under 30 and women under 
25 years of age who were married between 1919 and 1930. Approximately 
one—third were Catholics and two-thirds non-Gatholic. The confine­
ment rates were higher for Catholic than non-Catholic wives during the 
first three and one-half* the second three and one-half* and the first 
seven years of marriage regardless of the ages of women at time of 
marriage. Although differentials in confinements were not markedly 
different among the skilled, semi-skilled* and unskilled workers. 
Catholic white collar workers were significantly more fertile than non- 
Catholic. In 1919# Catholics were 30 per cent more fertile than non- 
Catholiesf by 1930 the differential had declined 13 per cent. This 
represented a decline in Catholic fertility of lU per cent in contrast 
to 11 per cent for the non—Catholics.
Stouffer studied 5* 520 households from this sample la which the 
major classifications were according to religious affiliations and
hasps on, "Size of Families From tfhich College Students 
Gome,® p. 1*93*
^^Saailel A. Stouffer, "Trends in Fertility of Catholics and 
Son-Catholics,71 The American Journal of Sociology, XLI (1935 i* pp. Hi3- 
166.
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Table IT* Comparative Fertility of Catholic and Non-Catholic 
Families According to Occupational Glass and Relief 
Statue.
Relief families Non-relief families
Occupational class 

















Catholic 39 9*2 27 6,0Hcn-Catholics 61 -8.3 U6 5.9
Skilled workers
Catholic 212 9.1* 19h 8.1*Boa-Catholics 21*6 8.9 161* 5.6
Semi-skilled and 
unskilled workers
Catholics 282 11.0 22$ 8.1*
Bea-Cathollce 382 10.9 2U8 6.6
Adapted front Samuel A. Stouffer, "Fertility of Families on Relief," 
Journal of the American Statistical Association. XXIX,
n 53E r Pn , 95r --------------------------------
relief and non-relief status. Table IT, adapted from this study shews 
Catholics in the relief and non-relief categories for each occupational 
group sere consistently more fertile than non-Gatholics. Tho author 
stated: "The fertility, in the brief period considered of couples 
married by a Catholic priest, was higher in every sub-group than that 
of corresponding couples not carried by a priest,"
From his study of foreign and native-born Polish and Italian groups 
in specific census tracts of Chicago, Robinson1^  corroborated Stauffer's
■^Gilbert Kelly Robinson, "The Catholic Birth Hate: Further 
facts and Implications,n The American Journal of Sociology, X U  (1935), 
pp. 757-766.
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conclusion that fertility among Catholics sras decreasing and rapidly 
approaching that of nan-C&iholica* However, h© attributed this to 
restrictive imoi&ration policies which reduced the number of women 
in the reproductive ages from Catholic European countries* Jaff©*^ 
minimised the importance of religion in fertility differentials and 
pointed out thati "Prior to 1930, Catholicism may have been a factor 
tending to raise the birth rate* The fertility of Roman Catholics, 
however, appears to be decreasing very rapidly, ao that by 1930, their 
fertility appears to have closely approached that of non-Catholics*M^ >0 
Jaffe also reported that native Jews were less fertile than comparable 
Protestant groups in Chicago*
Kotestein ably summarised a nunber of studies which treated dif­
ferentials between Catholics and non-Catholica from data derived from 
birth control clinics.
It is clear that class for class, the Catholics are 
mare fertile than the Protestants, although the differences 
are greater among the families of business men than among 
those of unskilled laborers* In the latter class the pro­
portions of large families arc the same* It is equally 
clear that both religious groups exhibit the characteristic 
inverse association between fertility and occupational 
status, although the association is stronger among
■̂̂ A. J. Jaffe, "Religious Differentials ih the Ret Reproduction 
Rate," Journal of the American Statistical Association* XXXIV (1939), 
pp. 335-3131“
^ °Ibld.t p. M .
^^The most frequently cited study 1», ttegine &. Stix and 
Frank W. Notestein, "Effectiveness of Birth Control," The Mllbank 
Memorial Fund Quarterly, XIII (1935), pp. 162-176, wherein is sKown 
tkat contraceptive practices among Catholic women were less fre­
quent and less effective than among Jews and Protestants*
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Protestants than among Catholics. • • These data 
strongly suggest, first, that fertility is less con­
trolled among Catholics than among Protestants, but second, 
the fertility of both religious groups reacts in the same 
direction to similar environments. ̂ 62
From their study of 1,337 suburban families in Connecticut,
ScKain and Whetten*^ discovered that families in which husbands were 
affiliated with sane denomination of the Protestant church were small­
er than those in which husbands were affiliated with the Jewish or
lAi,Catholic faiths. Sewell‘S* showed there were no apparent differences 
in fertility among Oklahoma farm families belonging to different 
Protestant denominations.
The influence of religious groups on fertility differentials has 
been shown by the use of census data, particularly in Utah and 
Louisiana. For example, in his analysis of the 1920 data, Thompson 
emphasised that the situation in Utah ". • . is less complicated than 
elsewhere and the difference in the ratio of children to women between 
Utah and her neighbors can only be explained as resulting from the 
attitudes of mind inculcated by the Mom on religion*Similarly,
F r a n k  ^  Sotestein, "Class Differences in Fertility," The 
Annals of Academy of Political and Social Science. CLmviII (19357, 
p. 36 .
^Valter C. McKain and Nathan L. Whetten, "Size of Family in 
Relation to Homogeneity of parental Traits," Rural Sociology, I (1936), 
pp. 20—27.
“̂ Sewell, 0£. clt.. p. i±32.
~k£<Thompson, Ratio of Children to Women, 1920, p. 136. Also 
see billlfiwi A. Dehart, Fertility of Mormons in Utah and Adjacent 
States," The American Sociological Review, VI (19̂ 1), pp. 818-029.
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Beegle and Smith after a thorough analysis of the 19Uo census 
materials for Louisiana stressed that: "Among both whites and Negroes 
of all residential categories, the people of French, Catholic south 
Louisiana are reproducing much more rapidly than those of Anglo-Saxon, 
Protestant north Louisiana*"166
Studies of the relationship between fertility and religion tend 
to shew that Catholics are more fertile than Protestants, and dews 
are the least fertile* Mormons, on the other hand appear to be more 
fertile than other religious groups* Religious beliefs, therefore, 
seea to be very important in inculcating definite attitudes and be­
liefs towards fertility and reproduction of large families in keeping 
with the biblical injunction, ’multiply and replenish the earth*w
6* Personal Character!sties and Other Factors* this section 
briefly reviews some of the studies which have been devoted to showing 
the relationship between fertility and a number of other factors not 
discussed previously*
From a sample study of 57 women with known serious pathologies, 
Stix reported that pregnancy rates were lower than for women without 
pathology* She concluded tentatively ". * . that the increasing in­
cidence of pathology with advancing age is an important factor in the
decline of fertility, when contraception is not practiced*"16?
Although it is suggested that syphilis, gonorrhea, stillbirths, neo­
natal deaths, abortions, and mental disease may be Importantly related
166Beegle and Smith, op. cit., p* 31 and Smith and Hitt, op* 
cit*, pp. 153-156.
^^Regine K* Stix, "Research in Causes of Variations in Fertility? 
Medical Aspects," The American Sociological Review. II (1937). d o .  688- 
697. Quotation u E S  HraTpT 677T ---------- P
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to fertility, Adequate statistical information regarding the precise 
relation between these variables and fertility is extremely limited. ”
User fotmd pregnancy wastage rates were highest among colored 
wives, lowest for foreign-born and Intermediate for native white wives 
from the Health Survey data. Among native white women highest rates 
prevailed for wives of professionals and those with the most education* 
Hegardless of race or nativity, women in the lowest income classes in­
variably showed highest pregnancy wastage rates* Although in­
formation about abortions and fertility is inconclusive, Beebe^*^ 
reported that approxiaately 10 per cent of all pregnancies among rural 
wonen in the Appalachians were terminated by spontaneous or induced 
abortions*
Pa.er*t171 found that the age of males was importantly related to 
fertility in his comprehensive study of 978 marriages in Dorchester, 
Kassachusetts* Approximately one-fifth of the couples were childless
K. Ihelpton, Heeded Population Research (Lancaster Press 
Company, 1938), pp. 58-63, contains a discussion of1 needed research and 
the inadequacies of present information and a selected bibliography* 
Also see, "The American People,19 Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, CLXXX^IYT 7T936 J, which deals with some 
of the topics mentioned, and Keil A. Dayton, "Siane of Family in 
Hetrtal Disease,® Poblications of the American Sociological Society,
HT/ (1930), pp. 123-130.
^^Kiaer, Group Differences in Urban Fertility, Chapter XI*
^^Gilbert W. Beebe, Contraception and Fertility in the Southern 
A^alftchians (Baltimoret The Williams and Wilkins iorapany, I5Eo),pp.
1 ̂Gerald Holand Pomerat, "Fertility in Relation to Age at 
Time of Marriage," Human Biology, VIII (1936),pp* 1*20-1*32, and 
Charles H* Pomerat, ^Homogamy and Infertility,fl Human Blolojnr, VIII 
(1936 }, pp* 19—21*.
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and the artragfi number of children per fertile couple was 2.1*28*
The average age at carriage for couples with children was 26*198 for 
sales and 23*573 for females; for the childless couples the ages were 
30*181 and 28*128* The author concluded that age homogamy at marriage 
was not related to infertility, but age of sales was a definite factor*
Many studies have shewn a consistent inverse relationship be­
tween intelligence and fertility* For example, in his study of 275 
health areas in lew York, Mailer^^ found a statistically significant 
correlation of -*3k between intelligence and birth rates* When school 
attendance and birth rates were correlated the result was likewise 
significant.
Although not in entire agreement studies by Chapman and Wiggins, 
Lents, Willoughby, Conrad and Jones,^73 and others demonstrated an 
inverse relationship between intelligence tests of children and parents 
and the average sise of families* These studies confirm the hypothesis 
that children from larger families tend to score lower on general IQ
J. B. Mailer, “Vital Indictee and Their Relation to Psycho­
logical and Social Factors,* Human Biology, V (1933), pp. 9l;-121| 
also see, Qgburn and Tlbbitt, 0£* cit*, pp. 6-8*
17liJ* G. Chapman and D* M. Wiggins, "Relation of Family Sise 
to Intelligence of Offspring and Socio-Leonomic Status of Family,* 
Pedagogies! Seminary* 1925 (XXXII) pp. UlWi32; Theodore Lenta, 
"Halaiion of 1$ to Size of Family,* Journal of Educational Psychology 
XVIH (1927), pp. Raymond WiUougKEy, "Fertility and ParentS
Intelligence," Aaerican Journal of Psychology* XL (1928), pp. 671-672, 
and Herbert S. Conrad Lfcnd Harold E. Jones, nk Field Study of the 
Differential Birth Rate,* Journal of the American Statistical Associa­
tion, XX7II (1932 \ pp. V & Z W m  ’
testa than those from smaller families and that the least intelligent
parents have larger families than intelligent parents.
In a study of 1,237 eurburban households in Windsor, Connecticut,
KcKain and Whetten found fatai3J.es in ^iich parents had two or less 
social traits in common average 2,1? children, while those with five 
had 3*19* The authors concluded *• . . there is a positive correlation 
between the homogeneity of parents and the sise of their family, «3.75 
In essential agreement with these findings are those reported by Sewell 
and Fisher for 797 farm families in Oklahoma, ̂-76
Although not conclusive, there is limited evidence suggesting 
that aigration and fertility may be positively related, For example, 
Serwell^^ classified families according to migration status and found 
the most migratory families were hi^iest in fertility, the lowest In 
aigration were the least fertile, and the average migratory families 
were intermediate in fertility. The author concluded that the hypothesis 
of a direct relationship between migration and fertility was partially
fytfinstan, og. cit,, found a high positive linear correlation 
between illiteracy and the ratio of children under 15 to worsen 15-hU 
years from the 1920 census data. He interpreted this to mean that 
illiterates have larger families than literates, p. 758.
^^JcfCain and Whetten, op. cit,, p. 27.
^■^WiHiasi H, Sewell and Robert H. Fisher, nSizv of Farm Family 
in Relation to Homogeneity of Parental Traits,n Rural Sociology, VIII 
(I9li3i pp. 73-76. "
^^Sewell,nDifferential fertility In Completed Oklahoma 
r&mllles,n pp. U27-143U.
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valid* Kiser^?® demonstrated that white and Negro rural migrants into 
cities of wore than 1000,000 population were no more fertile than those 
who were born and raised in such centers. Hitt and Bradford classi­
fied 2*QbO rural Louisiana households into 632 imnobile and I1II4 mobile 
groups* About two-thirds were white and one-third Negro. When age 
and narital status were held constant the immobile households were 
consistently sere fertile than the mobile* These authors state: RA11 
the evidence in this study points to a positive relationship between 
residential instability and fertility.
The literature discloses that man has been interested in the 
phenomena of differential fertility for many years. However, it is 
only since about 1900 that adequate statistical information concerning 
this important aspect of demography has developed. Even now there are 
many areas which need added knowledge and precise information* The 
following categoric statements summarize what is now known about dif­
ferentials in rates of reproduction*
1* Human fertility varies inversely with population density and 
residence* farm populations are the most fertile, residents of rural- 
nonfara areas are intermediate, while urban populations are lowest in 
fertility* Within different sites of urban communities fertility de­
creases as site of population aggregates increases.
* «*Q
Clyde V. Kiser, nBirth Hates Among Rural Migrants to Cities,” 
the Milbaak Memorial Fund Quarterly, XVI (1936 )9 pp. 366-361*
^^Homer L. Hitt and Heed H* Bradford, "The Relation of 
Residential Instability to Fertility,” Rural Sociology, V (I9I4.O), 
pp. 68-92. Quotation from p. 91.
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2* Rural-farm Negroes are more fertile than native whites, but 
urban Negroes ere lees fertile than whites in urban areas* Foreign- 
here whites ere slightly mere fertile than native-born whites, but the 
differential between these groups is disappearing rapidly with the 
dlelniehlfig importance of foreign-born groups in the total population 
pietere* There is no biological basis for explaining racial differ­
entials la fertility* When racial groups are analysed in comparable 
residential groups the differentials disappear.
3» In general, socio-economic status and fertility are inversely 
associated* Among urban groups with highest incomes and the most skilled 
occupations there appears to be a point at which the relationship be­
comes positive* In rural groups the inverse relationship is less marked 
than for urban groups*
km Sducation and fertility are somewhat less inversely related*
As educational status increases, the differential between those with 
high school and college educations becomes very slight*
5* Religion and differential fertility are not clearly established* 
Certain religious groups such as the Mormons and Catholics seem to 
inculcate social attitudes and beliefs which result in higher fertility 
than the Protestant and Jewish faiths*
6m Shile information is inadequate, apparently personal, psycho­
logical and social factors are Important in differential fertility* 
Homogeneity of parental traits, migration, and residential instability 
are partially demonstrated as being positively related to fertility*
It is assumed that trends in fertility in Illinois hare been 
to those elsewhere* This chapter, therefore, examines trends 
in rates o£ reproduction for selected countries of the world, the 
geographic regions and divisions of the United States, and finally in 
Illinois*
A« The World, The most significant demographic phenomenon 
of the past 7$ odd years has been the declining birth rate. ̂ Until 
recently, at least, all Western European countries and areas of the 
world populated by their descendants seem to have experienced declines 
in the rate of reproduction.
Although the crude birth rate is a defective measure it is the 
only means available for showing trends in fertility for any significant 
segment of the world's population. Data concerning fertility for most 
of the population in Africa, Asia, Central and South America, parts of 
continental Europe, and Oceania are either completely lacking or so 
inaccurate that they have little practical value. However, estimates
*See any standard population treatment for example, T. Iynn 
Smith, Population Analysis (New fork* McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 19k8), 
pp. 222-22k) Paul t. Landis, Population Problems (New forks American 
Book Co., 19b3)#PP* 16-23) Warren S. Thompson, Population Problems, 
third edition (New forks McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., l9hi), pp. 152-1$6; 
or Robert R. Kucsynski, The Balance of Births and Deaths (New forks 
The Macmillan Co,) Washington, the Brookingis Institution, 1928-1931),
I, II, A complete discussion of trends in the countries in Europe is 
given by Roderlch von Ungern-Sternberg, The Causes of the Decline In 
Birth Rates Within the Sphere of European Civilization (Cold Spring 
Harbor, Mew fork*Eugenics keeearck Foundation, 19^1). For an ex­
cellent sociological treatment see Rudolph Heberle, "Social Factors in 




and United factual information are suggestive of probable trends in 
these areas* For example, studies in Argentina^ and India^ show that 
trends in these countries are very similar to those in Earth Anerica 
and southeastern Europe.
Sis trend in the crude birth rates in selected countries is graph­
ically illustrated in Figure 1* the most significant trend depicted 
by these data is the progressive decline in birth rates for the countries 
shoen* In France, a nation frequently cited as an example of a country 
with a declining birth rate, fertility decreased progressively during 
each period from 1818—1822 to 1928-1932, after which it rose sharply 
and decreased again by 193£-1939* the same general pattern prevailed 
in 3vedsn* Although the trend in Sweden was more erratic and did not 
start to decline until 1878-1882, by 1928-1932 the rate decreased more 
rapidly than in France. It is noteworthy that the birth rate in a 
highly Catholic country like Italy has declined rapidly since the turn 
of the present century* Starting in 1878-1882 the birth rate in 
Australia declined progressively to 1935-1939 and clearly illustrates 
the pattern characteristic of areas inhabited largely by descendants 
of Europeans*
These data clearly demonstrate that the trend in the birth rate 
has been downward, particularly during the most recent period, for all 
countries* However, the downward trend did not start at the same 
time in all countries* In Italy the decreases started in 1908-1912
^Smith, op* cit*, p* 22k*
Henoy Kunar Sarkar, The Sociology of Population (Calcutta! 



































gure 1. Trends in the Crude Birth Rates of Selected Countries, 1808 to
1939* (Source: Warren S. Thompson, Population Problems, 3rd ed., New York, 19U2, p. 152.) ---------------
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which vai a century later than in France and Sweden. On the other 
hand, rates in Chile and Japan started to decline 20 years later than 
In Italy,
The general level of the birth rates varied considerably for par­
ticular countries in 193£-1939* The rates of 34*2 and 29* 7 for Chile 
and Japan were approximately twice as high as the rates of 14.9 and 
1&«5 for France and Sweden. In general highest rates prevailed in the 
countries of eastern and southern Europe, South and Central America, 
and Asia} while lowest rates were in northern and western Europe, 
Australia, Korth America, and hew Zealand.
Apparently crude birth rates have not declined universally for all 
countries. Data compiled by the League of hations covering the period 
1911-1913 to 194.0-1942 show crude birth rates increased in Colombia,
Costa Rica, Egypt, Foxwosa, Malta, Federated Malay States, Maoris of 
Mew Zealand, Straits Settlements, Unfederated Malay States, and 
Venezuela.̂ *
Information concerning the nuptial birth rate (number of legitimate 
children per 1,000 married women aged 15-44) provides added evidence 
supporting the downward trend in fertility. These data are available 
for ten countries in northern and western Europe (Belgium, Denmark, 
England and Wales, France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, Scotland,
Sweden, and Switzerland) and cover a period from 1380-1682 to some 
time in 1930. In each country nuptial birth rates declined progressively 
during each successive period. The extent of these decreases ranged
^League of Nations, Statistical Yearbook, 1941-1942 (Geneva1 
1943),Table 6, pp. 36-37.
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fTem kk par cent for the populations of France, the Netherlands, and 
$Ke4m t« 67 per cent in Qexmany. The other seven countries showed 
intermediate decrease** While data are available for Italy and Spain 
in aeatherm Scrape fear the same length of tine, declines did not begin 
until later* She rate in Italy started falling in 1900-1902 and was 
one-third this level bar 1926. In Spain decreases began at the same 
time sad had fallen 10 per sent by 1920-1922* Available data for 
Bulgaria aha* a sharp decline of 25 per cent between 1926 and 1931*
Is* Zealand's rate began to decrease in 1660-1632 and by 1936 It had 
fallen $8 par cent; while rates in Australia did not decrease until 
after 1900, they fell U5 per cent by 1933* Between 1923 and 1930 the 
rata in Japan declined very slightly while India showed a significant 
increase ef 27 per sent from 1920-1922 to 1931*^
Far these 12 European countries, Australia, and hew Zealand for 
which nuptial birth rates are available for the period 1660-1682 to 
about 1930, the general level of rates varied considerably at the be­
ginning and end of the period* Thus in 1680-1632, Australia, Belgium, 
Germany, Esther lands, Norway, and Scotland had rates above 300* At 
the end of the period all countries were below 200 with rates in 
Australia, Belgium, and Germany below 150* From 1830-1362, Denmark, 
England, and lales, Italy, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland had rates 
between 250 and 30Qt Fifty-odd years later Spain was the only country 
above 200, and with the exception of Italy the others dropped below 150.
Thompson, ap* cit*, p* 161* Rates for the earlier periods for 
Bulgaria, India, and Japan are taken from Barren S. Thompson, Population 
Problems* second edition (Hew Torki McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.: TL^TI—  
p. 133.
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The rate la Frasoi was slightly below 200 in 1880-1882, and by 1931 
It m  117.
Tire ether precise measures of fertility are available for selected 
Europeaneemtrlee and clearly demonstrate the declining trend in fer­
tility*^ One such measure, the number of confinements per 1,000 women 
aged 15-49 years, la of particular significance since it makes adjust- 
swats In the age composition of women by using a stationary life table 
population* these rates are available for Denmark, Sweden, and Finland 
Jjt northern Europe and cover a period extending from about i860 to 
1920} far Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, and the Ukraine in south­
ern and eastern Europe from about 1895-1900 to the raid-twenties. For 
example, the confinement rate in Denmark decreased 28 per cent from 
3,162 In 1901-1905 to 2,267 in 1926, and a 23 per cent decrease oc­
curred in Finland between 1891-1900 and 1921-1923, which was about the 
extent of the decline in Sweden's rate between 1871-1880 and 1916-1920* 
The confinement rate in Austria decreased from 2,9Gb in 1895-1900 to 
1,623 in 1928, a precipitious decrease of 45 per cent* Although the 
periods covered by the data for Bulgaria and Hungary are not the same, 
the rates decreased about one-fifth in 20 and 25 years in each country, 
respectively* The rate in Poland declined 13 per cent between 1920 and 
1926, which was about the extent of the decrease registered for the 
Ukraine between 1886-1897 and 1926-1927.
6*or northern and western Europe, consult Robert R. Kucsynski, 
The Balance of Births and Deaths (Raw Torki The Macmillan Co*, 1926) 
^"especially pp. 134-l3o| for eastern and shout hem Europe, Robert 
R* guczynsld, The Balance of Births and Deaths (Washington* The 
Brookings I nstitution, U3TJ, ft', especially pp. 162-164.
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Gauged by the umber of live and stillbirths per 1,000 women 
15-4*9 years of age in the life table of Germany, fertility declined 
39 per cent from 3»086 in 1891-1900 to 2,000 in 1921-1925* Fertility 
in Prance was low during the period covered by these data, and rate® 
fluctuated from one period to the next.
Probably one of the best measures of fertility is the net re­
production rate since it takes into consideration existing birth and 
death rates and shows the extent to which a population is increasing 
or decreasing. Figure 2 shows net rates of reproduction for selected 
countries during the present century* 7 These data show three trends 
of extreme importance* First, in all of the countries shown the trend 
in net rates of reproduction was downward* Second, low levels were 
reached by all countries during the depression period of the thirties 
which was followed by an upswing in western countries and hew Zealand* 
Third, the rate of future population reproduction in 19L0 is antici­
pated* In France the rate was below replacement levels during the 
entire period, while in Germany and Sweden the rates declined later 
and fell more rapidly but recovered to a greater extent than in France. 
Ret reproduction rates for the United States and New Zealand show 
similar declines, but the rate of recovery in hew Zealand was mors 
marked by 19h0 than in the United States* Although rates in Bulgaria 
and Japan declined, they were high by comparison with the western
7%>«clt., Table 9, pp. $0-51* Ret reproduction rates are also 
given fori Africa* Union of South Africa, white Europeans} Worth 
America; Canada^Europe* Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Spain, Estonia, 
Finland!, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 
England and Wales, Scotland, Switzerland, and Czechoslovakia; Oceanias 
Australia*
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Figure 2* Trends in the Net Reproduction Rates of Selected Countries, 1912-19l;0# 




countries and in 19i*0 their populations were growing rapidly.
Th* important tendencies in world trends in fertility may be 
summarised in the fallowing manner.
1« Starting in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, fer­
tility in most of the countries of the world declined. These declines 
ware especially masked in the western world and in areas populated 
largely by descendants of Europeans.
2. There are wide variations in rates of decline, in the time 
at which they began, and in the levels of fertility during the most 
recent periods.
3. Highest rates of reproduction are in the countries of eastern 
and southern Europe, Asia, South America, and with some exceptions 
during most recent periods, in the Pacific Islands. Lowest rates pre­
vail in northern and western Europe, Morth America, Australia, and 
How Zealand.
i*. While mare precise measures confirm the downward trend in fer­
tility, net rates of reproduction for selected countries show the 
populations of most countries have been growing during the most recent 
decades. Bates of growth vary considerably, with western countries 
showing relatively slight increases and others such as Bulgaria and 
Japan having relatively greater increases.
B* The United States. As would be expected Figure 1 shows 
the crude birth rate in the United States has followed the same general 
pattern as those in other western countries. Although it was not so 
low as in France and Sweden it was approximately at the same level as 
other European countries and significantly below those of countries 
in eastern and southern Europe, Asia, Central and South America.
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1M3* birth statistics were not collected in this country until a 
relatively recent date, estimates and other measures of reproduction 
indicate that futility has bttn declining since the turn of the nine­
teenth century* la 1$QQ the estimated crude birth rate^ was 55, and 
by 1900 it had dropped to 30*1, a decrease of h$ per cent in a century. 
During the following four decades It continued falling and by 1?1*0 
it was 17*9 or approximately one-third the level of Id00* While the 
estimated crude birth rate declined significantly during the l^Q-year 
period* it probably would have been even greater if birth statistics 
had been collected with the same degree of accuracy during the entire 
period* It would be expected that with added experience gained in 
birth registration and population emaeration, improvements would re­
sult in each successive census* 9
It is extremely fortunate that complete reliance for showing 
trends does not have to be placed on the crude birth rate* The ratio 
of children under five per 1*000 woman aged 16-4*1* during each successive 
decade fro® 1800 to 19h0 is graphically illustrated in Figure 3 and 
shows the extent to which fertility has decreased* With the exception 
of the decade 1350 to i860 the ratio of children to women declined pro­
gressively during each succeeding decade* Over the lUo-year period the 
ratio decreased froai 97& ta 3h2 or 68 per cent*. During two decades 
from I3it0 to 18$Q and 2&2& to 1930 the ratio declined 16*3 per cent*
afarren S. Thompson and P. K. ffhelpton, Population Trends in 
the United States (Hew Torki McGraw-Hill Book Go,, Inc., 19l*I*£ p*T63.
'Thonpsoa, third edition, op. cit., p. i5l and Smith, op. cit.. 
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Children Under 5 per 1000 Women 1 6 -4 4  Years
Figure 3* Trends in the Number of Children Under $ per 1,000 Women
Aged 16-14* in the United States, 1800-19U0. (Source:
T. Iynn Smith, The Sociology of Rural Life, New York, 
191*0, p. 11*8.)
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A substantial decrease of 15*9 per cent was registered in the most 
recent decade 1930 to 191*0. Although the declines in fertility ratios 
during this ll*0-year period vrere substantial, they would probably have 
been somewhat greater had a more accurate and precise measure been avail­
able since this measure does not take into account decreases in mortality 
which occurred at the same time, particularly among infants and young 
children.^
As has been true in former periods of war, World War II inter­
rupted the downward trend in fertility. The Bureau of the Census reports 
show that the ratio of children under five per 1,000 married women 
agSd 15-1*9 increased about 31 par cent between 19U0 and IpUT*'^
1* Residence Trends. To direct specific attention to trends in 
reproduction for the different residential groups Table ? and Figures 1*,
%  6, and 7 have been prepared showing fertility ratios in the Worth, 
South, and West, and the nine geographic divisions of the Bureau of th© 
Census fort whites and Negroes from 1890 to 19l*0| th© urban and rural 
population from 1910 to 19*4-0, and the rural-nonfarm and rural-far a 
population from 1920 to 1940. figure 4 shows the changes in rural and 
urban fertility for the United States between 1910 and 19̂ 0* Although 
urban end rural population fertility increased slightly between 1910 
ftrv? 1920, from 1920 to 19U0 sharp declines occurred in the urban, rural- 
noafara and rural-farm populations. During the period from 1920 to 19^0
P. K. Whelp ton, Forecasts of the Population of the United 
States, 1915-1975 (Washington* Government Printing Office, I9ET), p. 17.
^Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, "Population 
Characteristics * Fertility* April i$*f,* Series P-iSO, Ho. 18 
(Washingtons Government Printing Office, June X?l*8), pp. 1-2.
Tftbl* V* Trend* in Fertility Ratios in tha Uhited States, Regiono, and Division*, According to 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Tabi* t* m u m m t
Total
Area and race W W O  1WB W P 5 B ’"Hgg
Middle Atlantic
Total 262 31*3 1*39 1»27 1*1*1 1*32White 263 3l*5 1*1*6 1*31 1*1*5 1*31*Negro 21*1* 2?8 262 271 291* 328
East North Central
Total 311* 36 9 1*1*1* 1*1*0 1*72 505
Shite 316 371 1*1*9 1*1*2 l*7l* 507
Negro 273 321 266 302 31*0 1*27
West North Central
Total 3U5 393 1*63 1*88 51*5 593
Whit© 31*5 391* 1*68 1*92 51*9 598
Negro 328 368 30 3 31*0 1*00 1*81
South Atlantic
Total 380 531 $3$ 608 606
White 369 u6h & 7 58 9 595 588
Negro iill k39 1*97 577 630 638
East South Central
Total hZQ 1*82 529 596 6X9 631*
’White 1*21 506 >68 626 630 631
Negro 1*17 1*21* j |1*42 536 598 639
West South Central
Total 378 M.5 ?08 619 672 706
Shite 377 1*1*3 531 61*1* 690 713
Kegro 381* 1*52 1*29 51*1* 626 690
237 311* 1(10 397 352 261* — 391 1*70 51*5 517237 316 1*17 1*02 353 1*65 — 391 1*69 51*7 518236 281* 21*2 21*1* 335 1*31* — 386 561 1*17 1*22
270 327 399 378 1*08 1*61* — 1*30 1*82 528 523270 328 1*06 332 1*08 1*61* — 1*30 1*82 529 523261 307 238 21*2 1*16 1*70 — 1*71 579 1*97 533
267 2 99 338 339 372 1*09 — - 1*51* 516 555 581268 299 3**1* 31*1* 368 1*05 — ■ 1*52 515 555 582
253 288 223 231 539 580 — 593 63I* 51*5 555
253 313 3U1* 361 1*27 520 — 529 590 638 682
253 329 377 393 1*27 539 — 1*90 581* 651 679255 273 261* 296 1*25 1*63 — • 611* 603 613 690
261* 311* 320 31*0 1*1*1* 516 — 531 588 606 671271* 339 359 378 1*60 552 —  512 6o5 61*3 69621*2 258 238 272 380 391* — 530 551 521 621
272 318 336 378 1*07 1*71* — 502 568 596 706282 316 361 1*05 1*10 1*77 — 1*67 565 620 730231* 323 239 301 393 1*61 — 55U 571* 513 631*
rtbi* T. aoneluded
Total Urban Rural-nonfara Rural-fara*
Area and raa* I5ET193& I$2o l ? T O W ' W 5  i m ”l ? W W 6  1915 I T O ’I W S ’T ^ q  ipgS' W "X«C"1TO
Mountain
Total 625 66.5 538 532
White 6ia 638 537 530
Negro 617 710 56? 579
sific
Total 283 306 366 579
White 282 20 0 358 370
Itegro 29? 662 6lo 669
575 590 328 367 366 379
576 606 329 331 388 322
555 386 232 55 9 277 236
616 661 260 263 299 302
613 666 239 260 2?6 301661 375 256 568 680 326
68? 52? — •- 560 590 666 663
633 691 — 521 566 666 66166? 773 — 75? 772 663 692
376 606 — 360 633 505 512
365 375 — 380 397 692 50?
671 801 — 386 830 306 613
♦For each major region and geographic division rural for 1910 and 1920 includes farts and non .farm population*
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the urban rate decreased ii8 per cent which was more than double the 
23 end 20 per cent decrease for the rural-nonfarra and rural farm groups, 
respectively* During this 20-year period urban and rural-farm fer­
tility ratios declined consistently, while the rural-nonfarta rate in 
1$1)0 was slightly higher than in 1930*
The decreases in net reproduction rates for the geographic divisions 
in 1930 and 19U0 clearly show the downward trend in fertility for the 
urban, rural-nonfarra, and rural-farra groups* In 1930 the urban rate 
was 88 and by 19uQ it dropped to 7U* Thus in the most recent decade 
the urban population was failing to replace itself by 26 per cent 
which was more than twice the deficit in 1930* the rural-nonfarm rat® 
fell from 132 to 111 and the farm rate from 1$9 to lUh, percentage 
decreases of H  and 9 per cent, respectively. In I9J4Q the rural popu­
lation was the source of future population replacements for the nation, 
with the rural-farm groups contributing proportionately almost twice 
as many as urban residents*
2* Racial Trends* Table V shows whites and &egroes-^ experienced 
sharp declines in fertility between 1890 and 19li0* Rates for both 
racial groups were lower during each succeeding decade over the pre­
ceding one* Over the entire 50 years, the decline of 1*0 per cent in
12"*Some census publications report fertility data for "nonwhites^ 
which Include all racial groups* In this study the term hegro is 
used, since all other ,fnonwhite races" represented only O.U per cent 
of the total United States population in 19t0. With the exception of 
the West where "other races" represented 2*6 per cent of the population 
and the Mountain and Pacific divisions with 3*2 and 2*3 per cent re- 
spsetlvely, "other races" constituted less than 0*5 per cent of the 
total population of the torth and South and their respective divisions* 
In the last North-Central states and Illinois "other races" have 
represented less than 0.1 per cent of the population since 1890*
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Negro fertility was slightly greater than the 37 per cent shown for 
whites* Rates for urban whites were higher than negroes in 1910 and 
l9h<X Shite urban rates started to decline after 1920 and fell sharply 
during the decades ending in 1930 and I9h0. Fertility among urban 
Negroes did not start to decrease until after 1930 when the rate fall 
fro* 309 to 21*8— a decrease of about one-fifth in ten years. Rural— 
aonfana white rates declined 26 per cent from 537 in 1920 to 398 in 
19l*0* Kegro rural-nonfarm rates did not start to fall until after 1930 
and declined slightly between 1930 and 19^0. Although white rural-farm 
rates increased slightly between 1910 and 1920, they fell sharply during 
the next two decades. On the other hand, Negro rates decreased during 
each decade from 1910 to 1930 and remained stable to 19140*
In the decade 1930 to 19 U0 net reproduction rates among whites 
declined much more sharply than among Negroes. This pattern prevailed 
smmig urban and rural-nonfarni whites in comparison with similar groups 
of Negroes. Although net reproduction rates among rural-farra whites 
decreased from 159 to lltQ, there was a slight increase from 156 to 160 
among rural-farm Negroes.
The salient trends in fertility in the United States may be sum­
marized in the following manner. As was true for the other countries 
of the western world, fertility in this country has been declining 
since the beginning of the nineteenth century. These declines, with 
minor exceptions, have been accomplished during each successive decade 
over the preceding one. The downward trend in fertility has character­
ised whites and Hegroes in each residential group.
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C* Regional Trends. Studies^ using more refined regional 
delineations show the existence of wide regional variations in rates 
of reproduction* While ouch studies add somewhat to a more precise 
analysis of trends in fertility, for purposes of this study the classi­
fications given by the Bureau of the Census are used* In the following 
section fertility trends in the major geographic regions of the North, 
South, and West are examined* This is followed by a similar analysis 
for the saaller more homogeneous geographic divisions including the 
New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, West North Central, 
East South Central, West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific states* 
Although fertility trends in the North, South, and West were gen­
erally downward between 1890 and 19 UO there were some variations*
Over the 50-year period, rates in the North declined* This was ac­
complished by a decrease between 1890 and 1910 with a slight increase 
la the decade ending in 1920 after which rates declined sharply in 
1930 and 19U0* The total decline during the entire period amounted to 
36 per cent* In the South and West ratios decreased progressively 
during each successive decade and amounted to 39 and 37 P©r cent*
While fertility declined markedly in each of the nine geographic 
divisions during the 50-year period, there were wide variations in the 
aagnitude of the decreases among the various divisions* In New England 
fertility decreased 20 per cent during the period, while in the West 
South Central and West North Central states decreases amounted to
^Howard P. Odum, Southern Regions of the United States (Chapel 
Hill* University of North Carolina Press, l93^X"p-~53*"~ Ear a discussion 
of the situation in 19U0 for the same regions see Rupert D* Vance,
All These People (Chapel Hills University of North Carolina Press, 19l*6),
p5T5£7F*—
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Ip6 and 1|2 per cent. In the five divisions of the Middle Atlantic a 
East North Central, South Atlantic, East South Central and Pacific 
states decreases in ratios ranged from 31* to 39 per cent* The de­
crease in the Mountain states amounted to 29 per cent* In the East 
a d  Vest North Central and the East and wtest South Central states rates 
decreased progressively decade by decade* Variations in trends for 
particular decades were recorded in the New England, Middle Atlantic, 
South Atlantis* Mountain, sad Pacific states,
Illinois is located in the East North Central division where fer­
tility declined 3& par cent between 1890 and 191*0* It is particularly 
significant that the three southern divisions, the wiest North Central 
and the Mountain states had the highest ratios in 1890 and 19l*0, On 
the other hand the New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, 
and M E f l t  dates had lowest rates at the beginning and end of the 
period,
1, Residence Trends* Figure 1* graphically depicts changes in fer- 
tility ratios between 1?10 and 19UO for the rural and urban populations 
of the North, South, and West, Rural rates in each region were rela­
tively high in 1?20 bet declined significantly by 19UO. In the rural 
North and West rates increased very slightly or remained about the same 
between 1910 and 1920, However, starting in 1920 rates declined pro­
gressively and by 19U0 they were about one—fifth below the 1920 levels. 
Daring the thirty years covered by the data, rural ratios in the South 
declined sheet eae-fourth. This was accomplished by gradual decreases 
during each succeeding decade. Although urban ratios in all divisions 
were relatively low in 1910, they dropped significantly by 19U0* A 
sharp decline of 1*0 per cent occurred in the urban North where ratios
? n r*
ol-------------------------------------   I
Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rurol Jrbt n
United States The North The South The West
Figure U. Changes in Fertility Ratios in the Regions of the United States bvResidence, 1910-19U0. 3 *
112
f.ll from 399 in 1910 to 235 by 191*0. In the urban South and West 
decreases were lees marked and amounted to 2? and 21* per cent. In 191*0 
urban rates in each region were approximately one-half the rural states.
The extent to which fertility ratios declined in the rural and urban 
papulations of the geographic divisions is clearly illustrated by 
Figure 5>* The differential levels of rural and urban rates in 1910 
and 19U0 for all divisions is striking. In 1910, with the exception of 
Sew England, rural rates were above f?00 and above 600 in the three south­
ern divisions and the fountain states. By contrast urban rates in 1910 
in all divisions were below 1*00 and in I9I4O the Mountain division was 
the only one above 300. During the thirty-year period rural and urban 
rates declined progressively in the three southern divisions, the West 
lerth Central and Pacific states. In New England, the Middle Atlantic 
and the last North Central states fertility ratios increased between 
1910 and 1920, but declined during the decades ending in 1930 and 191*0®
It is apparent that urban rates declined to a greater extent than rural 
rates. However, there were wide regional variations. Urban rates in 
the Middle Atlantic division dropped precipitously from 397 in 1910 
to 237 by 191*0, a decrease of 1*0 per cent. The smallest recorded de­
cline amounted to 13 per cent for the urban population of the Mountain 
states. In New England, the Last North Central, Couth Atlantic, East 
South Central, and the ifest South Central states, the urban decline 
varied between 28 and 32 per cent. Decreases averaging about one-fifth 
occurred in the Vfest North Central and Pacific states.
The magnitude of the decreases in fertility was less in rural than 
in urban areas. The 29 per cent rural decrease in the West South 
Central states was the highest and the smallest was 16 per cent for
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Figure 5. Changes in Fertility Ratios in the Geographic Divisions of the United States, by Residence, 
1910-19UO.
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the Hountaia states* Between these extremes decreases averaged less 
than one-fourth for the remaining divisions* The percentage declines 
in urban rates in New England, the diddle Atlantic, East North Central, 
South Atlantic, and the last South Central states were substantially 
greater than the rural* In the West South Central, Mountain, and 
Pacific divisions rural declines exceeded the urban, although the per­
centages were not so great as in the divisions where urban decreases 
were greater than the rural* In the West Worth Central states a decrease 
of 22 per cent occurred in rural and urban rates*
Changes in net rates of reproduction between 1930 and 1910 confirm 
the downward trend in fertility and emphasise the extent to which dif­
ferent residential groups in the geographic divisions were replacing 
future numbers* Table 71 shows that rates decreased in all divisions 
during the most recent decade and emphasizes the existence of wide 
interregional variations in reproduction* The urban rate decreased 
22 per cent in the Middle Atlantic states, while decreases of three and 
five per cent were registered in the Mountain and Pacific states* The 
decreases of 17 per cent in the rates for the rural-nonfarra population 
in the New England and South Atlantic divisions were the highest for 
this category* The smallest decreases amounted to one and three per 
cent in the Middle Atlantic and Pacific divisions* Although the rural- 
farm net reproduction rates in the Pacific and Middle Atlantic states 
decreased about one-fifth, the extent of these declines was not so 
narked as for the urban and rural-nonfarta populations in these divisions.
2* E&cial Trends* In 1390 and 19if0, fertility ratios for southern 
Negroes were considerably higher than whites, while in the North, the 
opposite situation prevailed* In the west white rates were higher than
116
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96 111 71* 88 111* 132 11*1* 159
9k 110 71* 90 111* 133 11*0 159
107 110 71* 75 111* 119 loO 156
10k 78 93 101 122
33 iol* 77 96 101 122 # #
* * ■Jt- ■«- if 7v #
77 9 7 69 38 103 lot* 117 11*7
77 98 69 89 lQi* 135 117 11*8
77 81* 75 80 # * * *■
92 105 78 92 119 132 13U 11*8
92 106 73 92 119 132 13k 11*3
66 37 81* 81* ■* * # #
101 112 76 31* 109 117 138 153
101 113 77 81* 108 116 138 152
# **■ * ■& * * ■Hr if
107 127 71 86 119 11*3 150 169
1£>5 130 71 91 119 11*9 Ihk 170
112 119 73 7i* 118 121. l$9 121*
120 133 76 86 122 m o 156 165
121 11*2 79 93 123 152 150 171*
118 113 70 70 101 io 5 163 lo5
109 122 76 86 11k 123 l!*6 159
108 126 82 92 115 133 11*2 161*




Total Urban nonfarm Hural-»fara
Area and race l9k0 19.30 l9ii0 l9*> 1986 ' 1930 i 5 n n . 9 3 o
Mountain
Total 123 120 9h 97 138 188 160 176Ihite 120 131 95 98 136 187 1>2 172Begro « * * * * * *■ #■
Pacific
Total 85 88 73 75 112 116 108 138
Wiite 85 86 73 Ik 111 lilt 108 128
Megro * * * ■jf Hr * «•
Sources United States Bureau of the Census, Sixteenth Census of the 
United States: 1980, ttUet Reproduction Aates bjTstates 
(Preliminary"}", Series P-5, ho. 13, (ifashingtons Government 
Printing Office).
eEstee not computed for groups containing less than 20,000 females under 
five years of age in 19h0.
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Begro rates in 1890, but were lower in 1940 (see Figure 6). Among 
southern and western whites rates declined during each successive decade 
of the fifty-jsar period, while in the North fertility declined between 
1890 and 1910, increased slightly in 1920 and then declined in the fol­
lowing 20 years* For each region white fertility declined about 38 per 
cent in $0 years* The trend in rates for southern and northern Negroes 
was similar to that of whites; however the extent of the decline among 
northern Negroes was slightly less than for northern whites* Begro rates 
behaved very erratically in the West and Increased ten per cent between 
1890 and X9h0m Between 1890 and 1900 there was a sharp increase followed 
by a slight decline in 1910; a progressive increase in 1920 and 1930, 
fb&lswed by a precipitous decline of 40 per cent from 1930 to 1940* 
Changes in fertility ratios among whites and Negroes in each of 
the geographic divisions from 1910 to 1940 are shown in Figure ?• For 
the white population of the East and West South Central, the West North 
Central, and the Pacific states and Negroes in the South Atlantic and 
Fast South Central divisions, fertility declined progressively from one 
decade to the next* The greatest decline in fertility for whites and 
Begroes was in the West South Central states where rates dropped 1*4 and 
47 per cent for each group, respectively* The smallest decreases were 
in Bew England where Negro and white rates declined three and 21 per 
cent. The trend in white rates fluctuated for the two northeastern 
divisions and the Fast North Central states; increasing between 1890 and 
1900, declining in 1910; sharply increasing by 1920, and falling sharply 
during the next two decades. Fluctuations in trends in two divisions 
of the northeast, the two north central, the West South Central,
Mountain, and Pacific States, were considerably .ore erratic for Negroes 
than whites* In the Mountain states fertility rates among Negroes were
Figure
White Negro White Negro White Negro White Negro
United States TheNorth The jouth The West
6* Changes in Fertility Ratios in the Regions of the United States, by Race, 18<?0-
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Figure 7. Changes in Fertility Ratios in the Geographic Divisions of the United States, by Race, 1890-19U0*
o
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1*0 per cent higher in 191*0 than in 1910. However, in ten years from 
1930 to 191*0 there was a decrease of lf> per cent. ̂  In the four 
northern divisions, the West South Central, and Pacific states white 
rates declined more than Negroes from 1890 to 19l*0. In the same period 
rates for Negroes in the Hast South Central states increased more than 
white rates. In the Mountain states white rates decreased 31 per cent 
over the fifty—year period, while Negro rates increased 1*0 per cent.
This increase is probably accounted for by the fact that Mexicans cane 
into this country in large mnbers after the turn of the present century 
and because of the changes in classification initiated by the Bureau 
of the Census.
Net reproduction rates among whites in the urban, rural—nonfarm 
rad rural-farm areas declined in each geographic division between 
1930 and 19l*0. Changes in Negro rates varied for the different resi­
dential groups in the divisions for which rates are available. Urban 
Negro rates increased slightly or remained the same in the Middle 
Atlantic, Fast North Central, and the three southern divisions. In the 
South Atlantic and the Eact North Central states Negro rural-nonfam 
net reproduction rates declined slightly, but increased in the West 
South Central states. In the three southern divisions where the rural- 
farm Negro population is concentrated net reproduction rates increased
ut7haae fluctuations are probably due to the changes in classi­
fication of Mexicans. In 191*0 they were enumerated with the white 
population* In 1930 they were enumerated separately and in prior 
censuses they were largely included with the white population. Mexicans 
fluabered 1,1*22,$33 iri 1930 and were concentrated in the West South 
Central (69$,996), Mountain (21*9,33!*), and Pacific Divisions
(370,143).
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appreciably between 1930 end 191*0. These increase© probably reflect 
sow of the progress that has been made in reducing infant and maternal 
deaths during the past 20 years* ̂
The foregoing analysis conclusively shows that regional trends in 
fertility strongly reinforce the downward pattern in the rate of re­
production* While there are regional variations in the time of beginning 
M d  the extant of the rate of decline viewed from an over-all per- 
•pectlve, fertility rates among whites and Kegroes in urban* rural-nonfarra 
and rural-far* areas have decreased significantly. Gauged by the net 
reproduction rate* rural whites and Wegroes were the chief sources of 
•U|ply for the nation's future population in 19U0, On the other hand* 
these groups in urban areas were failing by an appreciable margin to 
hops sufficient children f o r replacement,
D. Trends in Illinois* The first federal census of popula­
tion was taken in Illinois in 1320. It is theoretically possible* 
therefore, to compute the fertility ratio from this date onward* How­
ever, in the 1820 enumeration children under five years of age were 
Included with the group under ten years of age. Because of the numerous 
errors pitfalls involved in estimating the number of children under 
five from this group, ratios were not computed for 1820* Fran 1830 to 
l£$0, women were reported by ten-year age intervals including the age 
groap feo-b? years* The number of women aged liO-Ui was estimated by 
dividing the nuaber reported in the hQ-U9 year age group by two. Al­
though the fertility ratios for these years are estimates, the amount 
of error is not thought to be sufficiently great to vitiate their use
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The trend in Illinois fertility is graphically shown in Figure 8* 
Although very similar to that for the nation as a whole (Figure 2), 
the downward trend in Illinois was much more rapid* Illinois white 
rate of reproduction decreased from 1,21*0 children under five years 
per 1,000 women aged 15-1*1* in 1850 to 280 by 19i*0— a decline of 77 
per cent in H O  years* The decline was consistent during each successive 
decade. Percentage decreases of 1*2, 7*9, 8,8 and 3,0 in the decades 
ending in i860, 1900, 1910 and 1920, respectively were the only declines 
of less than ten per cent. The greatest declines were recorded in the 
decades adding la 1850 and 1930, amounting to 20* 1* and 22*6 per cent, 
respectively* Significant decreases also occurred in the periods ending 
in 181*0, 1870, 1880 and 1900.
Table VII and Figure 9 show the trend in fertility for whites and 
Hegroes from 1870 to 19i*0* The downward trend for both racial groups 
was very similar. White rates fell consistently over the entire period 
and amounted to 59 per cent in seventy years* The Negro rate trended 
downward until 1920 and shows a slight increase in the decade ending in 
1930, after which it was again downward slightly by 19l*0* Over the en­
tire period the net decrease was about the same as for the whites*
Eras 1910 to 1920 urban white fertility changed very slightly* 
However, after 1920 and until 19U0 there was a precipitous drop in rates 
of reproduction* Oh the other hand, Negro urban fertility decreased 
slightly between 1910 and 1920 after which there was a sharp increase by 
1930, followed by a slight decline in 19k0* From 1910 to 191*0, Negro 
urban fertility declined 6.3 per cent, while the white rate decreased 
five times faster amounting to 35*9 per cent*
Table ¥11. Trend* in Fertility Rate* in Illinois by Race and Residence, 1870-ipliO.
Te«r
Total Urban RuralHnonfara BmlwOunta
So3T Bhita Nagro Both tfhita Bagro Both Ihita Hcgro Both vhiia "Bagro
1870 696 697 616
1880 597 596 570
1890 523 525 1*08
1900 1*75 1*79 297
1910 1*33 1*37 268 383 388 226 — T-, 529 530 1*67
1920 1*18 1*21* 227 381* 392 211 1*70 1*71 380 525 525 511*
3930 325 328 256 291* 291* 21*8 1*11 1*12 375 1*61 1*61 1*1*8
191*0 280 262 251 21*7 21*8 21*0 370 369 1*28 1*10 1*06 517
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Figure 9. Trends in Fertility in Illinois, by Race, 1870-19UO; and by Residence, 1910-191R).
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*bits rural-aonfarra fertility ratio decreased gradually and 
cone latently fro® it 71 ^  1920 to 3^9 la 1940, a decline of 21.3 per cent* 
$T contrast, the rural-aonfara Negroes® ratio remained approximately 
the BMe la 1920 and 1930, bat by 1940 there was a sharp increase of 
approadaately 12 per cent from 375 to 428.
Illinois nwal*2tra white population rate of reproduction remained 
about the sate in 1910 and 1920. Bcraever, commencing in 1?20 with a 
rate of 52$, there was a progressive decrease to 461 and 406 in 1930 
tad 1940, respectively* Thus in twenty years the white ratio dropped 
22.7 per sent, By contrast the rural-farm Begro rates fluctuated during 
each decade fro® 1910 to 1940. There was a sharp increase from 46? in 
1910 to 514 in 1920. This was followed by a drop to 1446 in 1930 and a 
marked Increase again to 517 in 1940. Over the thirty-year period the 
fertility rate of rural-farm Negroes in Illinois decreased 10.7 per cent.
1* County Trends. The decade 1930 to 1940 is thought by many to 
haws bees the period when the downward trend in fertility reached its 
lowest point. Fertility rates in Illinois declined 14.9 per cent during 
this tea-year period. The decreases in total population fertility were 
aescsplished by decreases of 18.9, 10.9, and 10.3 per cent in the urban, 
rural-nonfana, and rural-farm populations. In this section the author 
amines the trends in fertility for the population of the 102 counties
of Illinois between 1930 and 1940.
The Fifteenth Census did not publish detailed age and sex data 
for the urban, rural-nonfar® and rural-fara population of each county.
However, a special tabulation16 of women aged 20-Wi and children under 
five years for the rural—nonfarm and rural-farm. population of each of 
the 102 counties in Illinois provides excellent data for examining trends 
and changes in fertility from 1930 to I9h0 for the total, urban, rural- 
aoafara, and rural-farm population* To get the number of women 20-J4* 
years and the children less than five years of age for the urban popu­
lation of each county, these groups In the rural—nonXarm and rural-farm 
populations were added and subtracted from the number of women 20-Uli 
years and children, respectively, reported in the 1930 population of each 
county. The fertility ratios calculated from the 1930 and 191*0 data 
showing the percentage changes for the residence groups in the 102 
counties are presented in Appendix Table I*
Table TUI summarises the percentage changes in fertility ratios 
for the total and the major residential population groups in the 
counties* Figures 10, 11, 12, and 13 have been prepared to show geo­
graphically changes for these respective residence categories between 
1930 and l?bO*
Figure 10 shows that seven of the 102 Illinois counties had higher 
ratios in 19U0 than in 1930* Increases ranged from 11.8 per cent in 
County to 2.U per cent in Jo Daviess and Pulaski counties.
l&fhese data were tabulated for the ii3 states through the cooper­
ation of the Division of Warm Population and Rural Welfare of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Jconomics, United States Department of Agriculture, 
and the Division of Social Research of the Works Progress Administration, 
for the study bys C. E* lively and Conrad Taeuber, Rural Migration 
is the United States, Works Progress Administration .Division of Social 
Research Monograph XIX (Washingtons Government Printing Office, 1939).
The Illinois data were made available to the Investigator through the 
cooperation of C* E. Lively of the Department of Rural Sociology, 
University of alissouri*
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Tibi® Vlllt Illinois Counties Grouped According to Percentage Changes 
in Fertility Ratios, by Residence, 1930-1940*














wo. or Per 
counties cent
Increase
0^.9 3 2.9 — — 12 11.? 8 T.8
S.O-9.9 2 2*0 3 4.1 4 3.9 3 2.910.0-14.9
I5.0«<i
2 2.0 2 2.7 3 2.9
m r — — 3 4.1 4 3.9 1 1.0
Dk t m m
0-4.9 9 8.8 4 5.4 11 10.8 11 10.8
$*0-9.9 2$ 24.5 15 20.3 22 21.7 27 28.5
10.0-14,9 30 29*4 23 31.1 18 17.7 2? 26.5
15.0-19,9 
20 and
26 25*5 14 18.8 14 13.7 11 10.8
ever 5 4.9 10 13.5 13 12.7 12 11.?
Wo change — — — — 1 1.0 2 2.7
Total 102 100.0 74 100.0 102 100.0 102 100.0
*Does not include 28 counties in which there were no centers of 2, $00 
or more population In either 1930 or 1940.
Between these extremes were the increases of 5.6, 6,6, 10,1 and 4,5 Per 
cent in Brown, Edwards, Gallatin, and Stark Counties, Four counties in 
which fertility ratios increased were in southern Illinois! the refoain- 
ing were in the western, west-central and northwestern areas.
The percentage decreases in fertility ratios for 95 counties ranged 
fro® less than one per cent in Gass County to almost one-fourth in 
Washington County. Significant decreases of one-fifth or more occurred 
in BuPage, Kankakee, Livingston, and Logan counties.
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(igure 10. Changes in Fertility Ratios in Illinois Population, by Counties, 
1930-19UO.
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Th© p©rc©nt&g© changes in ratios for the urban population^ f wer© 
more pronounced than for the total population (see Figure 11)* While 
®®®T counties showed striking decreases there were son© with signifi­
cantly high increases, in Clinton and Morgan Counties urban population 
fertility increased 75.8 and 3U»U per cent. On the other hand, de­
creases of 23.8 per cent in Coolq 22.6 in CuPagej 39.2 In Franklinj 
21.5 in I&oallej 28.5 in Logan| 32*7 in McHenry 5 25® 7 in Madisonj 
22.0 in Sangamon, and 22.8 in White Counties, if continued over a 
sufficient period of time without migration, could lead to depopulation.
With the exception of Franklin, Logan and Whit© Counties, decreases 
in urban fertility were greatest in counties having the largest cities. 
Franklin County is in the heart of the coal mining region and the de­
clines probably reflect heavy outward migration during the depression.
The decreases in Logan and White Counties cannot be explained with the 
available data*
Figure 12 shows changes in fertility ratios for the rural-nonfarra 
population. Twenty—three counties had higher rural—nonfana rates in 
19hQ than in 1930 and one county si towed no change. In general, rural- 
nonfarm percentage increases in fertility were relatively small. Twelve 
counties gained lees than five per centj seven between five and 15 per 
cent, ana four gained more than 15 per cent (see Table VIII).
The greatest increase in rural-nonfarra fertility was 22.8 per cent 
in Gallatin County and the smallest was less than one per cent in G&as 
County. Increases of 16.3, 22.6, and 19® It per cent occur roe in Lliîritpaign,
^Ratios were not computed for 28 counties that vircre not c las si- 
fied as urban in either 1930 or 19UQ. Sight of these counties changed 
froa rural to urban classifications during the decade.
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figure 11. Changes in Urban Population Fertility Ratios, by Counties, Illinois, 
1930-19U0.
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Figure 12. Changes in Rural-Nonfarm Population Fertility Ratios, bv Counties 
Illinois, 1930-191*0. ’
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Hamilton, and Rock Island Countries, The increase in rates in Rock 
Island County seam particularly significant since it contains the twin 
cities of Rock Island and Moline, which are a part of the Davenport, 
Xcsra, metropolitan district* It is also noteworthy that the rural— 
nonfana rate increased U.U per cent in Peoria County where Illinois5 
second largest city, Peoria, is located* The increases in rural— 
non farm fertility in these counties may reflect the residential movement 
of Industrial workers into the nfringe” areas*
Significant decreases of one-fifth or more occurred in the rural- 
nonfarm rates for 11 counties which were greater than the increase© 
in the four counties mentioned previously* For example, 28*2 and 
28*1 per cent decreases in the rates for Scott and Hardin Counties are 
appreciably higher than the increase in Gallatin County, Relatively 
large percentage decreases in rural-nonfam rates also occurred in 
Coles, Fffingham, Jackson, Jersey, Kankakee, Madison, St, Clair, and 
Wabash Counties. Only Madison and St* Glair Counties are within the 
immediate sphere of influence of metropolitan East St. X*ouis (see 
Figure 11)*
In 12 counties rur al-farra population fertility rates were higher 
in 19hO than in 1930. Figure 13 shows these counties were largely con­
centrated in southern and west-central Illinois. With the exception 
of the increase of 19*5 per cent in the rural-farsa rate i n  E d w a r d s  
County, increases in the other c o u n t i e s  w e r e  uniformly ©isll* Thus in 
sight counties rural—farm r a t e s  i n c r e a s e d  less than f i v e  p e r  c e n t  a n d  
three increased between five and ten per cent*
In southern Illinois, Clark, Crawford, Cumberland, Gallatin, and 
Bayne Counties had higher rural-fam ratios in 19^0 than in 1930*
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Figure 13. changes in Rural-Farm Population Fertility Ratios, by Counties, 
Illinois, 1930-19^0.
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Brown* Menard, and Pike Counties in western and west-central, and Lee 
in the northwestern area also had higher ratios. Rural-farm ratios did 
not increase in any counties in the east* west-central* and northeastern 
areas. These are the commercialised oash-grain and dairy farming area® 
of Illinois. The most significant trend in rur&l-farui population fer­
tility in Illinois is dearly indicated by the twelve counties where 
rates decreased in excess of 20 per cent. For example, in LuPage 
County farm rates were almost one-third (32,9 per cent) less in 191*0 
than in 1930. Cook County was next with a decline of 29.0 per cent.
In the remaining ten counties ratios fell more than one-fifth8 
(Franklin, 21.2 per cent; Jackson, 21.1* per cent; Kankakee, 22.8 per 
cent; Livingston, 22.2 per cent; McLean, 21*. 2 per cent; Macon, 22.3 per 
cent; Marshall, 23.0 per cent; Monroe, 26. U per cent; barren, 21*1 per 
cent; and Washington, 2$,k per cent).
Hence, six of the nine major type-of-farming areas in Illinois are 
represented by one or more of the 12 counties where farm rates declined 
one-fifth or more. Kankakee, Macon, Marshall, and McLean Counties are 
in the highly mechanized and commercialized cash-grain area of central 
and east-central Illinois. These areas have high proportions of tenancy. 
Cook and DuPage Counties are in the northeastern dairy and truck area 
and are also influenced by Chicago, Monroe and Washington Counties are 
in the southwestern wheat, dairy, and poultry area near last St. Louis.
In the fruit and vegetable and mixed farming area of southern Illinois 
arc Franklin and Jackson Counties. Warren County represents the western 
grain and livestock type-of-farming area.
The trend in fertility in Illinois population has been downward since 
1830. In many respects, the trend has followed that of the nation*
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Between I890 end X9i*0, ratios for whites and ^©groos have been cara- 
•iiteQily downward with the exception of a slight increase in &e$ro for­
tuity between 1920 and 1930* $ith aocse variations during specific 
decades white and -dcgro urban, nsral-nonfars, and rural-far* ratios de­
clined between 1910 ami 1:940. .Between 1930 and 1940, fertility decreased 
in 95 Illinois counties. Urban ratios declined in 66 out of 74 counties, 
rwral-aoofarm in 76 counties, and rural-far^ in 86 counties.
CHAPTER 17
V A R I A T I O N S  I N  F E E T  I L I T I  
I N  I L L I N O I S
Even the most cursory examination of fertility data discloses wide 
variations in rates of reproduction among the population in the dif­
ferent counties and from one region of the state to another* The 
literature places considerable stress on the importance of considering 
sueh factors as residence, racial and ethnic origins, types-of-farming, 
education, levels of living, religion, and other socio-economic factors 
If uds is to adequately understand variations in reproduction*
This chapter analyses variations in fertility among the counties 
sad in different areas of the state. In this discussion primary atten­
tion is directed to a preliminary exploration of some of the factors 
Shiah may aid in better understanding the wide differentials in population 
fertility in Illinois* The factors which are examined in this manner 
provide hypotheses and the subject matter that are discussed in greater 
detail and thoroughness in subsequent chapters* While limitations im­
posed by the available information restrict the analyses to specific 
factors, efforts are also made to call attention to other factors that 
say have an important bearing on observed differentials in rates of re­
production*
A first step in determining variations in fertility of Illinois 
population was to compute the fertility ratios for the population of 
the 102 counties* Although counties are not homogeneous geographic 
Meial units, nevertheless they are political subdivisions far which 
separable data are available* Table IX shows the fertility ratios 
ranked by size for Illinois counties among the total, urban, rur&l-nonf&rm,
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fable XX, Fertility Ratio® in Illinois Counties Hanked by Residence, 
19UQ.





State total 280 — 2U7 — 370 — 100 —
298 92 257 68 371 53 388 67
XXeoomder 399 21 283 1*5 569 1 622 1
Bead 379 35 271> 51 3 9 k 31 1*33 37
Bassae 330 73 293 31 373 51 381 76Bree k z z 8 — — 361* 61 1*65 l h
B v a n 338 69 257 69 358 68 386 69
O i B m a U7U 1* — — 1*50 n 1*85 10
Carroll 323 77 283 1*6 299 100 373 83
Gam 381 32 3lt3 6 381 39 1*33 38
6bttgksig& 307 81* 2U9 73 377 1*6 1*13 51
Kristian 376 36 312 13 397 30 1*39 35
Clark 3U7 63 258 67 331* 86 386 70
Clsy U02 20 306 19 1*35 11* 1*59 16
Glisten li09 13 269 57 U01 28 1*91 9
Gale* 320 80 272 51* 1*07 25 1*18 1*9
Coe* 238 102 235 78 357 71 307 101
Cranford 366 1*8 271 55 387 31* 1*12 52
Cumberland 102 11 -— — 351* 73 1*51* 21
GeKalb 310 83 259 65 3 U 83 377 78
M a t t 352 60 262 61* 361* 62 1*1*3 30
Daegl&s 370 U2 301 25 320 91 1*57 18
ItaPage 288 97 268 62 358 69 293 102
Sdgir 357 5U 303 23 371* 50 1*06 58
Stards U06 16 — — 370 51* 1*51 25
Rffln^aa 386 28 336 10 352 76 1*56 19
Fayett* 399 22 281 1*7 380 ui 1*77 13
M 370 1*3 308 17 328 89 1*1*0 33
Franklin 310 65 295 30 1*12 21 376 77
Faltoa 370 1*1* 315 12 380 1*2 1*08 56
Gallatin b82 1 — — * 1*55 8 512 5
Greene 102 12 3 k k 5 387 35 1*79 12
Sna^f 3l«2 66 321 11 31*8 79 360 89Hamilton k 0 3 18 21*0 77 1*38 12 1*59 17
Hancock 353 58 269 58 317 93 1*11 53
Hardin 480 2 — 379 k k 586 2
Mile XX* continued
Rural-* Rural-
Ctaotifcar Total Rank Urban Sank nonf&ra Rank fare Rat
Henderson U17 10 w «*« 403 27 428 41
Maty 32l» 75 299 27 333 87 368 87Iroquois 375 36 292 32 318 92 444 28jeekson 36 9 46 302 24 422 18 44o 34Jxper U 9 9 — — 378 45 44'1 32
je£farson 363 52 288 39 436 13 394 63
J m r 407 14 309 16 525 2 444 29jo Daviess 405 17 338 9 389 33 453 23Johnson 477 3 — — 4o8 22 517 3Sana 274 99 21*3 74 375 49 372 86
Saakakee 290 95 291 35 244 101 382 73lauRll 352 59 — — 348 80 357 91
fiOflK 306 86 27I* 52 382 38 353 93lake 301 89 279 49 362 63 355 92
X* Salle 324 78 291 36 398 29 410 54
Xaaerenee 391 25 363 1 380 43 423 46
Xae 323. 79 330 14 242 102 442 31Livingston 333 71 27U 53 303 99 391 65
Logan 263 101 182 82 311 95 387 68M<*T̂ Atjgh 352 61 301* 22 368 57 407 57
McBanry 33? 67 297 28 332 88 4o6 59IfeLâ w 301 90 251 72 370 55 376 80
Macon 300 91 258 70 455 9 353 94
Macoupin 306 87 266 63 306 97 373 84
303 88 285 4o 361 65 329 100
Marion 371 ia 290 37 441 10 482 11
Marshall 367 49 — 355 72 383 72
Ifainn 383 31 354 3 342 82 425 43
Massac 365 50 305 20 404 26 425 42
Mimai d 381 33 350 4 373 52 40̂4 60
Rarcer 3?7 23 280 43 433 15 410 55
Monroe 339 68 — — 346 81 330 99
Montgomery 347 6U 285 41 370 56 421 47
Morgan 307 85 228 80 362 64 456 20
Moultrie 403 19 341 7 393 32 446 27
Table IX* concluded
Rural- Rural-
County total Rank Urban Rank aonfann Rank farm Harde
Ogle 365 51 292 33 361 66 419 48Peoria 291 9 k 259 66 387 36 375 81Perry 375 39 305 21 469 7 424 44Piatt 385 29 269 59 36 7 59 453 24Pike 376 37 224 81 350 78 449 26
Pape l»5l 6 — • 368 53 495 8Pulaski U59 5 — — 428 16 513 4Pntnas 31*8 6 2 — — 345 74 341 96Randolph 3U7 55 310 15 377 4? 382 74Richland 36? hi 301 26 490 4 431 40
Rock Island 3 X 3 81 285 42 493 3 384 71St* Clair 289 9 6 271 56 325 90 335 98Saline 355 56 307 18 4o8 23 377 79SswABflDw> 272 100 233 79 352 77 367 88Schuyler 381 3*4 — 359 67 399 61
Scott 371 4o — - 310 96 433 39Shelby 395 24 275 50 367 60 454 22
Stark 407 15 — — 353 75 461 15Stephenson 313 82 269 60 381 4o 375 82
Tazewell 383 30 359 2 423 17 389 66
Union 390 27 284 44 314 94 501 6
Termilion 333 72 289 38 408 24 392 64
Wabash 334 70 284 43 377 48 39 9 62
Warren 329 74 292 34 358 70 359 90Washington 330 74 — — 306 98 35 3 95
Wayne 443 7 269 61 471 6 500 7
White 370 45 256 71 365 37 424 45
Whiteside 390 26 34o 8 490 5 416 50
win 295 93 243 75 336 85 34o 97
Williaason 355 57 296 29 421 19 436 36
Winnebago 254 98 242 76 417 20 373 85
Woodford 359 53 — — 339 84 382 75
1 h2
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Figure llu Variations in Fertility Ratios, by Counties, Illinois, 19U0,
and rural—far® population groups* The ratios for the total population 
were then classified into six appropriate groups ranging from less than 
300 to b20 and over and placed on a map* The results which are graph­
ically portrayed in Figure 11* vividly show the nature and extent to 
which fertility varies from on© region of Illinois to another.
▲ glance at Figure In immediately reveals several significant and 
interesting variations in fertility in the state. Perhaps the moat 
striking fact is the extremely low rates of reproduction in the counties 
in which the metropolitan centers and other large cities are located*
On the other hand, highest rates of reproduction invariably occur in 
counties that are entirely rural or contain relatively small proportions 
of urban population.
Cook, Peoria, Sangamon, St. Clair, and Winnebago counties with rates 
of reproduction below 300 were among the lowest in the state. Each 
county contained a metropolitan city in lpl*0. The far-reaching in­
fluence of Chicago is reflected in the low fertility ratios in Dupage, 
Sane, and Will Counties, which are within the immediate sphere of 
influence of this large metropolis. Hence, eight of the eleven counties 
having ratios below 300 either contain a metropolitan center or are 
within the sphere of influence of the largest city in the state#
^In 19h0 the metropolitan districts in Illinois according to 
the Bureau of the Census were: Chicago, Decatur, Peoria, Springfield, 
and Rockford. In addition there are two other satellite cities of 
metropolitan districts with central cities in other states. Moline 
and Rock Island in Rock Island County are a part of the Davenport,
Iowa, metropolitan district. Rock Island County’s population was 
81. B per cent urban. East St. Louis is in St* Clair County and is a 
part of the St. Louis, Missouri, metropolitan district. St. Clair 
County was 6$ per cent urban and Madison County on the north had 
70,1 per cent urban population.
Adams, Kankakee, and Logan also ranked lowest among the counties 
In fertility. The cities of Quincy with hO,4G9 inhabitants and 
Kankakee with 22,1*21 persona are located in Adams and Kankakee Counties* 
respectively* Although more than one-half the population of Logan 
County was classified as rural, the fertility ratio was the second 
lowest in the state* The location of the Lincoln State School and 
Colony just outside the corporate limits of the City of Lincoln raay be 
partially responsible for the extremely low ratio* It is probable that 
many unmarried females in the reproductive ages are employee by this 
institution reside in the county, thereby unduly influencing the rate* 
This supposition is partially supported by the very low rate of repro­
duction for the City of Lincoln which has & population of 12,272*
Although Macon and Rock Island Counties had metropolitan cities 
in 19^0, they were not among the lowest in rates of reproduction* The 
relatively high ratio for Rock Island County is particularly interesting 
in this connection* Although Bock Island's population was 81*8 per cent 
urban and ranked second to Cook, the county ranked eighty-first in fer­
tility* This county is also an area of heavy industry with a significant 
proportion of gainful workers engaged in the manufacture of machinery*2 
2m addition, Table 1 shows that 10.1 per cent of the whit® population 
were foreign-born at the time of the 19U0 enumeration* These may be im­
portant factors in understanding the high rate of reproduction in such 
a highly urbanised area* Unfortunately, data to determine precisely 
their relative influence are not available*
^According to the Bureau of the Census, 11,2?0 of the 3k,26? 
gainfully employed males in the county (32.9 per cent) were in this
industry.
l W
Counties containing large non-metropolitan cities also had reason­
ably ratios. For example, Knox, Lake, McLean, and Madison ranked 
ninety-second, ninetieth, eighty-ninth, and eighty-eighth, respectively, 
with ratios slightly above 300. Each contained a city of more than 
25*000| namely, Galesburg, Waukegan, Bloomington, and Alton. In gen­
eral, the rate of reproduction in the population of Illinois counties 
varies inversely as the percentage of urban population or the sise of 
cities increases.
Highest rates of reproduction are in counties that are either 
entirely rural or have small proportions of urban population. Gallatin, 
Hardin, Johnson, Calhoun, Pope, Pulaski, Wayne, and Brown had ratios 
abovw 120 and ranked highest in fertility. Figure lit clearly shows 
how these counties stand out as the most fertile areas in the state.
With the exception of Wayne County, containing Fairfield, a city of 
h,008 inhabitants, the remaining seven counties had no incorporated 
centers of 2,500 or more inhabitants, and were entirely rural. Again 
attention is directed to Figure li*. Closer examination shows there were 
12 other counties with reasonably high ratios ranging between UOO and U2Q# 
These include Clay, Clinton, Cumberland, Edwards, Greene, Hamilton, 
Henderson, Jasper, Jersey, Jo JJavieas, Moultrie, and Stark. Particular 
significance attaches to five of these countiest Cumberland, Edwards, 
Henderson, Jasper, and Stark, since they were entirely rural. There­
fore, in 19U0, 12 of the 20 strictly rural counties^ in Illinois had
%ight other counties were strictly rural but had lower rates 
of reproduction. These werei Kendall, Marshall, Monroe, Putnam, 
Schuyler, Scott, Washington, and Woodford. Fertility ratios in these 
counties ranged from 330 in Washington to 381 in Schuyler.
Ih6
tabes of reprwhiction above 1*00*
the magnitude of the differentials in reproduction between the 
coanty With the highest and the lowest fertility ratios strongly ©ra- 
ph&siaes the fundamental significance of rural and urban residence in 
raderfttanding these variations* A comparison between Gallatin and 
Geek County*s ratios provides an excellent illustration, Gallatin 
County was entirely rural and ranked first with a ratio of 1*62, On th© 
other hand, Cook, which was 97*h per cent urban ranked lowest with a 
ratio of 236* Hence, the rate of reproduction in Gallatin was, therefore, 
slightly a ore than twice that in Cook County*
An important factor in variations in population fertility is the 
nativity and ethnic origins of population groups* Unfortunately, the 
Boreas of the Census does not publish the number of children under five 
years of age bora to foreign-born white women, but includes the® with 
the native-born population* Although it is impossible to assess the 
Influence of foreign-born groups on variations in fertility among th© 
counties, it is nonetheless important that the reader bear in mind 
their importance*
Hi 19k0, 969,373 or 12. 9 per cent of the state*s whit® population 
was classified as foreign-born. As is true for Begroes, the foreign- 
b n  whites are predominately residents of cities. Approximately 8? 
per cent were in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, Hock Island, $111 and 
Winnebago where they numbered 10,000 or more. Of all foreign-born per­
sons almost eight-tenths were in th© city of Chicago.
Table X show the distribution of foreign-born whites in counties 
la which there were at least 100 females between the ages of 1$ and 
J years. The percentages residing in urban and rural areas are also
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Table X* Foreign-born White Population in Selected Counties, by 
Residence, Illinois, 1940*
Foreign- Per cent
bora white foreign- Per cent
County* population born Urban Rural
Bureau 3,365 9.0 39.9 60.1Champaign 1,381* 2*0 58.7 1*1.3Christian 2,132 5.5 37.7 62.3Cook 767,305 18.9 97.8 2.3DeKalb 2,885 8.1* 57.6 32.1*
XteFage 10,1*28 10,1 65.0 35.0
Franklin 1*,619 8.7 52.6 1*7.1*
h lts a 1,1*21* 3.2 29.2 70.8Grwndy 1,616 8.8 27.2 72.8
Usurp 3,869 8.8 59.2 1*0.8
toe 11*, 108 10,8 80.1 19.9
fiBkkakee 5,561* 9.1 25.0 75.0
b n 2,1*01* 1*.6 69.8 30.2
lake 17,068 11*. 1 71*. 3 21*. 7
8,553 8.7 71*. 7 25.3
Lee 1,206 3.5 30.6 69.1*
Logan 981* 3.3 59.6 1*0.1*
McHenry 3,1*01* 9.1 32.9 67.1
McLean 2,105 2.8 70.1* 29.6
Macon 2,153 2.5 83.5 16.5
Macoupin It, 865 10.5 1*8.9 51.1
Madison 8,399 5.6 73.1 26.9
Montgomery 1,823 5.3 35.7 6U.3
Peoria 7,690 5.0 72.6 27.1*
Bock Island 11,391* 10.1 90.7 9.3
St* Clair 6,859 l» .i 72.8 27.2
Sangamon 7,181 6.1 61*.3 35.7
Stephenson 1,883 1*.6 58.1* i*1.6
T u cve ll 2,01*5 3.5 57.2 1*2.8
Vermilion 3,382 3.9 69.3 30.7
Vhiteside 2,306 5.3 56.7 1*3.3
win 12,881 U .3 1*6.1 53.9
Williamson 2,21*8 1*.U 71*. 9 25.1
Winnebago 16,570 13.7 81*. 1* 15.6
Total 91*6,112 12.6 91.8 8.2
State Totals 969,373 12.9 90.3 9.7
i-Hnag in which there were 1QQ or more fOrelgn-born white 
females 15 to U5 years of age*
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given, which near have some bearing on rates of reproduction* These 
groups mar be of particular importance In such counties as Bureau, 
Christian, Fulton, Grundy, Kankakee, Lee, McHenry, Macoupin, Montgomery, 
and Will where the foreign-born whites were largely concentrated in 
rural areas* Furthermore it will be noted from the data in Table IX 
and Figure ll* that the fertility indices in these counties varied from 
lass than 300 in Kankakee and Will to 376 in Christian County*
Another striking feature shown by Figure lit is the wide variation 
in fertility ratios from one region of Illinois to another. It is 
immediately apparent that there was a greater concentration of counties 
with highest ratios in southern than in central, northern, and western 
Illinois* This is particularly true for the 16 southernmost counties 
extending northward from the Kentucky boundary at the Ohio River*^
These variations in reproduction in the different regions of Illinois 
result from a nmaber of factors* For example, the geographic location 
ef these 16 comities is important* A recent report by the Executive 
Po— lttnm for southern Illinois states:
The great latitudinal range of Illinois and the conse­
quent differences in physical geography result in economic 
sod social problems for the southern Illinois counties, 
which differ from those of the rest of the state* That 
southern Illinois is south of the parallel running through 
Louisville, Kentucky, and that most of it lies south of the 
38 degree latitude are facts unknown to many people* This 
southern location gives the area a distinctly different 
physical environment and regional flavor from that of the 
central and northern parts of the state* In southern
LAlexander, Franklin, Gallatin, Hamilton, Hardin, Jackson, 
Johnson, Massac, Perry, Pope, Pulaski, Randolph, Saline, Union, White, 
and Williamson Counties*
Illinois, for instance, the growing season is longer, 
the rainfall ia heavier, and the winters are milder than 
the rest of the state* *
While the geographic location of these counties is undoubtedly 
of major significance, it is also noteworthy that the early settlers 
eigrated to this area from the southeast and maintain even to this day 
asay of the characteristic cultural patterns that prevail in the areas 
of southwest Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Kentucky* This 
sane report describes the early settlement and culture of the region 
la the following manner:
Southern Illinois was settled earlier than other parts 
of the state* This early development no doubt gave the area 
an advantage, but the very fact that a pioneer industrial 
economy was in existence and persisted here longer than in 
other areas tended to stabilise and perpetuate it* Since 
other areas of the state developed later, they could more 
easily adopt newer and more progressive ideas* The same may 
be said of the social, educational, and various other aspects 
of the culture of the region* Having become established and 
not being infused with new people and new ideas, the southern 
counties tended to remain static*
The first permanent settlements in the state of Illinois 
wars those founded in its southern part* Though they never 
grew to be populous by present-day standards, they were of 
great importance*
Around Kaskaskia, Cahokia, and Prairie du Bocher,
French settlements grew up to represent the culture of 
France, aa it was transplanted to America* These small 
centers were then of great influence and even now reveal 
aazgr evidences of a onem distinctive culture* Around these 
settlements much of th© history of the French efforts to 
establish an empire in the Mississippi Valley was written*
At the end of the French and Indian hars, these settlement© 
constituted the western outposts of European culture in the 
United States* £ith the arrival of the British, the influence 
of the French declined, but many of the French customs, 
traditions and practices remained,...
^The Executive Committee on Southern Illinois, Southern 
Illinois (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 19l*9ip# j*
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The Colony of Virginia claimed the Illinois Country 
under the colonial charter granted by the King of England* 
v Patrick henry, governor of Virginia, commissioned George 
Rogers Clark to raise a force and take possession of the 
British posts in the area,**,
Vhea Clark’s soldiers returned to their eastern hones 
they spread the report that the Illinois Country was a
desirable place for settlement, and many of them cane
back to the area to make their homes,®
Vith the exception of Brown and Calhoun Counties between the 
Illinois and Mississippi Rivers, six of the eight counties with the 
highest rates are in southern Illinois. Although this area is 
reasonably homogeneous, it is particularly significant that a rela­
tively high percentage of urban population reduces the rate of re­
production, Despite the fact that Franklin, Saline, and Williamson 
Counties are in the heart of the coal mining region, fertility rates 
are low where two-fifths to more than one-half the population were 
urban in 19h0, Cities such as Benton, West Frankfort, Harrisburg, 
Serriii, and Marion, with populations from 9,000 to over 12,000 in­
habitants are in these counties* The low ratios in Madison and 
St* Clair Counties show the influence of East St* Louis. A similar 
explanation of the low rates in Monroe, Randolph, and Washington 
Cotmties may be offered because they are within the imediate range 
©f influence of this metropolitan center. Wabash County at the Indiana 
border also has a low rate of reproduction. This is one of the 
smallest counties in the state. The city of Mount Garmel with
6,987 inhabitants is the only urban center in the county, but was
sufficiently large to include $0*9 per cent of the total population.
^Ibld., pp. 10-12*
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There is little doubt that the southernmost region has the 
greatest maaber of counties with the highest rates. Figure Hi clearly 
sheas a suck larger concentration of counties with relatively high 
rates. For example* a line drawn east and west along the northern 
boundaries of Clark, Cuaberland, Effingham, Fayette, Bond, and 
Xadlsoa Counties delineates an area of 36 counties. This area has 
many similarities in sells, type of farming, s ocio-economic problems, 
sad population characteristics that are distinctive from the remaining 
two-thirds of the stats. Many early settlers from the extreme south­
ern counties migrated northward, influencing this larger region in 
ameh the same manner as the extreme southern area. An additional 
factor of importance is that the last period of glaciation stopped at 
the Shelbyville Xorraine, leaving about 36 counties in an unglaciated 
•oils area, ? These soils are sandy with a hard clay-pan subsoil, 
giving rise to a relatively poor agriculture and it© attendant problems 
In comparison with the younger, fertile prairie soils of central end 
northern Illinois, It, therefore, seems logical to infer that the 
distinctive culture and its geography are probably Important factors 
la understanding the marked variations in fertility in comparison with 
the remainder of the state.
Twenty-four of the 36 counties in the area of southern Illinois 
had rates above the median. Perhaps even more striking is that lii 
counties have ratios above iiQG, while there are only six counties with
detailed description of the types of soils in this area and 
1m the remainder of the state is given int H. L. Wasoher and Others, 
Illinois Boll Type Descriptions, Department of Agronomy (Urbanat 
4gi»4«ni*.im»at Experiment Station, AG-1AU3, 1?50),
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rates this high in the central and northern areas* The geographic 
location of these six counties is particularly Interesting* Brown, 
Calhoun, Greene* and Jersey are in the southwest and ebutt on the 
Illinois or Mississippi Rivers) Stark is in the west-central) and 
Jo Daviess County la in the extreme northwestern area at the Iowa and 
Wisconsin boundaries* Significantly, there are no counties with 
comparable rates in the central, east-central, north-central, and 
northeastern areas*
The wide variations in fertility among the counties and regions 
of Illinois shown in Figure 14 suggest strongly that the types of farm­
ing practiced and population fertility may be associated* For example, 
the counties in the northeastern dairy and truck type-of-farming area 
have extremely low ratios in contrast with the southernmost tier of 
counties in the fruit and vegetable area* Probably of greater sig­
nificance is a comparison of rates for the counties in the eaat-central 
caah-grain area with those in the fruit and vegetable area* There is 
no county in the oash-grain area with a ratio above 390* In a similar 
manner the residents in counties constituting the west-central, general 
farming, the south-central mixed-fafming, and the southeastern grain and 
livestock areas have higher rates of reproduction than the dairy and 
truck end the caah-grain areas, but lower than the fruit and vegetable 
area*8
8The nine type-of-farming areas that have been described for 
Illinois are i Area li northeastern dairy and truck) Area 2« northwestern 
mixed livestock) Area 3* western livestock and grain) Area Us east-central 
eash-grain) Area $9 west-central general farming) Area 6 1 southwestern 
wheat, dairy, and poultry) Area 7t south-central mixed farming) Area 8i 
•ewtheaatem grain and livestock) and Area 9i southern fruit and vegetable* 
See H. C* M* Case and K* H* Meyers, Types of Farming in Illinois* (Urbanai 
m i n d s  Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin ho37 June, 1934)*
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The pars ceding discussion clearly demonstrates that rates of re­
production vary widely among the counties and from one area to another 
in Illinois* Although the analysis thus far suggests that race, ethnic 
and national origins, land use, kinds of soils, type of farming and the 
socio-economic status of the population may be important factors re­
lated to differential fertility, there is little doubt that fertility 
varies inversely with population density* Additional detailed analysis 
is needed to determine the precise relationship between rates of re­
production and such factors as residence, race, type of faming, and 
socio-economic factors*
CHAPTER 7
Cbe of the most firmly established principles of differential 
fertility is that "which expresses the relationship between rates of 
reproduction and residence. Humorous population students have veri­
fied statistically the fact that fertility varies inversely with the 
degree of urbanity. Such studies confirm the principle that highest 
rates are found in the most rural areas where agriculture predominates 
and lowest rates are in the highly industrialised urban centers* Al­
though the preceding chapter was Intended as a preliminary exploration 
of the nature and extent of variations in fertility rates among Illinois 
counties and from one section of the state to another, thereby point­
ing up some of the most significant factors that would aid in under­
standing the major causes for these differences, the rural-urban 
differential was strongly emphasised as of fundamental importance.
fbis chapter analyses the precise relationship between rates of 
reproduction t̂nd residence by introducing a number of refinements in 
the classification of population aggregates, first, attention Is 
directed to examining the association between fertility and the three 
broad census residential groups. Second, available data from the pub­
lished reports of the Bureau of the Census allow classification of th© 
urban population into any number of aggregates. For purposes of this 
analysis, the relationships between fertility and th© following six 
wises of urban communities are examinedi (1) 2,500 to 5,000 popula- 
***** (2) 5,000 to 10,000} (3) 10,000 to 25,000j (1») 25,000 to 50,000; 
tSfy 50,000 to 100,000 au<l (6) 100,000 inhabitants oi’ more. Because
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the Bureau of the Census does not publish age and sex information for 
the residents of the 71i* rural Incorporated centers with less than 
1*000 inhabitants, rural aggregates cannot be aubclaasified with the 
saaa degree of precision as the urban* However, fertility ratios are 
examined for the rural villages having 1,000 to 2,500 inhabitants and 
the rural-nanfaria-nonvillage population* The latter group comprises 
the residents of the 712* incorporated centers with less than 1,000 
population and the unincorporated rural-nonfarm population*^ Data 
for this group were derived by subtracting the number of children under 
five years of age and women 15 to 1*5 years reported in centers of 
1,000 to 2,500 from the respective nuaber of Kronen and children in these 
age groups in the rural-nonfarw population in each county* In counties 
where there were no centers with 1,000 to 2,500 population, the rates 
for the rural-nonfarm-nonvillage and the rural-nonfara population are 
the s®*e.^ Table 21 shows the detailed residential classification 
used In the discussion which follows*
A* Qrban, Rural-genfarw and Rural-?arm Differentials* The 
Bag saw of the Census classified population into three residential groups* 
These ware defined in the following general terms: Urban Includes all 
persons living in incorporated centers of 2,500 inhabitants or more*
Of the 1,119,1*88 rural-nonfarm residents in 191*0, 338,2*59 or 
30*2 per ceit were in the incorporated centers of 1,000 to 2,50Q* The 
712* incorporated villages with fewer than 1,000 inhabitants embraced 
325*360 or 29*1 per cent* The remaining 1*55,669 or 30*7 per cent 
lived in unincorporated rural-nonfarm areas* The rural-nonfarm- 
aowrillage population therefore embraces 69*8 per cent of the Illinois 
rural-nonfarm population#
'■ a
^Xhese are Alexander, Bond, Boone, Calhoun, Hamilton, Henderson, 
dsffersea, Richland, Vabash, and Wayne Counties*
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Table XI* Illinois Population Classified According to Urban, 
Kural-Nonfar® and Rural-Farm Residence, and by 
Specified Sixes and Member of Communities, 19l*0.
Residence and





State total 7,897,2U1 — 100*0
tfrban 5,809,650 208 73.5100,000 and over 3,501,895 2 hh*3
50,000 to 100,000 513,383 7 6.5
25,000 to 50,000 1*91,170 H* 6*2
10,000 to 25,000 551,331* 36 7.05,000 to 10,000 1*1*2,91*5 61 5.6
2,500 to 5,000 306,923 88 3.9
Rural-nonfarw 1,119,1*88 lii. 2
1,000 te 2,500 338,1*59 218 1*.3
Less than 1,000* 325,360 71U kmXtfeineorpor&ted* 1*55,669 — 5.8
Rwral~farm 968,103 12*3
efhese are treated as the riar al-noafana-'nonvillage in the text.
rural-ncnfarm «abraces the population living outside of incorporated 
centers with 2,500 inhabitants car more who do not live on farms and 
the rural-fara population includes all persons living on farms without 
regard to population*
For the state as a whole, fertility follows the conventional 
ranking with highest rates for the farm population, Intermediate for 
the roraX-nonfarm and lowest rates among the urban residents*
Table IX shows that the rates for these respective groups were UlO, 
370, and 2b7» Although the difference between the rural-nonfarm and 
fan rates were not great, amounting to ten per cent in favor of the 
farm papulation, there was a marked differential between the rural and
IS?
urban rates* Thus, the rural-nonfsra and the rioral-fara rates ware 
respectively 3&*9 and 33»2 per cent higher than the urban* Percentage 
differences of this magnitude are sufficiently great to indicate that 
these variations are highly significant.
Among whites and Negroes fertility rates varied inversely with the 
percentages of these population groups living In cities* The white 
urban, rare1-Borifar®, and yural-farm rates were 369, and i*06, 
respectively, and the corresponding Uegro rates were 21*0* h%&9 and 
$£T (see Table 1?III). The Jtegro rural-nonf&rm and farm rates were, 
therefore, 39* £ and 13*8 per cent hi#er than the corresponding white 
rates* On the other hand, the urban white rate was slightly higher 
than the Negro* The similarity between the white and total population 
rates for each of the three major census residential groups suggests 
that the Negro population exerts very little influence on differentials 
in fertility for the entire state.
Although a subsequent section of this chapter is devoted to a 
detailed analysis of the precise relationship between rates of repro­
duction and sizes of urban aggregates, it is assumed that knowledge of 
urban variations in fertility among the counties would provide a be­
ginning framework for more fully understanding what follows. Probably 
one of the most significant factors in variations in fertility in 
Illinois is the high degree of urbanity* Table II shows that almost 
three-fourths of the population wore classified as urban in 19U0* Of 
greater significance, however, is the fact that 6k per cant of Illinois 
inhabitants lived in >9 cities containing 10,000 population or more*
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Rates of reproduction were calculated for the urban* ̂ rural* 
nonfarm, and rural—farm populations for the counties in the state*
The resultant ratios were then ranked in descending magnitude for 
each residence group in the counties# These are shown In Table IX#
The ratios were then classified into appropriate frequency distribu­
tions and placed on maps with the proper cross-hatchuie values.
Figures 15* 16* and 17 graphically show the nature and extent of the
variations in rates of reproduction for the urban* rural—nonfarm* and
rural^far* groups* respectively#
A cursory examination of these figures along with the relative 
rankings of rates for the counties show that there were striking vari­
ations among the urban, rural-nonfarm* and rural-farm populations.
The wide variations in fertility rates among the counties can b© Il­
lustrated by comparing those with the lowest and highest rates in the 
respective residential categories# Thus the highest urban rate was 
>63 in Lawrence County* which was almost double that of 132 for Logan 
County. ̂  The rural-nonfarm rate among the residents of Alexander County 
was 569 and is two and one-third higher than the rate of 2kZ in Las.
The farm population in Alexander County had a rate of 622* which was
3jji 191*0, 82 counties had one or more incorporated centers of 
2,500 inhabitants or more* Brown* Calhoun* Cumberland* Kdwards, 
Gallatin* Bardin* Henderson* Jasper* Johnson* Kendall* Marshall,
Monroe* Fops* Pulaski* Putnam* Schuyler* Scott* Stark* Washington* and 
Woodford were strictly rural* i#e#* there were no centers of 2*5(30 or 
mcars inhabitants.
^The reader is cautioned that the low urban and rural-nonfana 
rates in Logan and Lee Counties taay be more apparent than real* The 
Stats School and Colony are located in the City of Lincoln in the former 
County, while the Dixon State Hospital is just outside the corporate 
limits of Dixon in the latter county.
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slightly more than double the 293 among farm groups in Dupage.
Gauged by this index, the greatest variation in fertility ratio®
« e® >* among the rural-nonfarm residents, intermediate for the rural- 
lowest for the urban groups* These are tremendous absolute 
and percentage differences and are very significant in showing the ex­
tent to which the three census residential groups vary in reproduction* 
Table IX mad Figure 15 show that there were 19 counties with 
urban rates of less than 265. By comparison* Figure 16 shows that 
rwral-aonfar® rates of 21*2 and 2ah in Lee and Kankakee Counties were 
the oily ones below 265* The rur&l-farm population rate of 293 la 
DuPage County was the only instance where farm rates were less than 300 
(figure 17)* Although there were no counties in which the rural-tarn 
population rate was below that of the urban, 23 counties had higher 
rural-ftonfarm than farm rates*
Attention is now directed to the data in Figure 15* A© would be 
expected, the lowest urban fertility rates were in counties having 
metropolitan cities, those near these large centers, and those with 
cities of 10,000 inhabitants or more. Thus lowest urban rates were in 
such counties as Gook, DeXalb, Kane, and Will in the Chicago metropolitan 
district and in Macon, Peoria, Sangamon, and Winnebago where the re­
spective cities of Decatur, Peoria, Springfield, and Hockford are located* 
jn this connection it is noteworthy that Madison, St. Glair, and Sock 
although metropolitan counties, were not among the lowest in 
urban rates* In addition to these metropolitan counties, Champaign# 
Logan, McLean, and Morgan had low urban rates and contain such cities 
as Champaign-Urbana (combined population 37,566), Lincoln (12,752), 
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Figure 1$. Fertility Ratios for the Urban Population, by Counties, Illinois, 19U0,
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3teiC» Hamilton, Pike, and Whit* Counties in urban
fertility rates are very significant, particularly since there were 
no centers with ware than 10,000 population in any of then* Pike and 
SwiltoB Counties ranked eighty—flrst and seventy—seventh in urban f@r— 
tlHty* although there was only one small town in each county, Pittsfield 
«*b tfcLeaaaboro with 2,88k and 2, £28 inhabitant#, low urban rates in 
thesa six counties therefore suggest that residence in villages and 
well towns has a tendency to lower fertility to about the same extent 
as ths larger population centers*
A comparison of figures 1$, 16, and 1? shows there are wide varia­
tions in rates among the three census classifications of urban, rural- 
confer*, and ruraL-farta. there were ten counties with urban rates 
ah eve 3fc£f rural-nonfara rates above khO were found in 11 counties, 
and 13 counties had rse*al-farm rates in excess of !*?£•
Sight psradoaiaairtly rural counties including Gass, Christian, 
Effingfaa*, Greene, Lawrence, Mason, Menard and Moultrie had urban rates 
above 32£» Also ranking high in urban rates were Tassewell and Whiteside 
Coonctiea, although they contained cities of more than 10,000 inh&bi- 
tasfes*̂  Since these counties are located near the respective metropoli­
tan cities of Peoria and Rock Island, it is probable that industrial 
warksrs reside in the smaller urban places and commute to the larger 
rsntrrs daily* Although southern Illinois ie the most rural area of 
the state, Effingham fflnri Lawrence were the only counties in the area with 
high urban rates, With the exception of Moultrie County, the counties
*PWdn and Sterling with 19,1407 and 11,361 inhabitants am  in 
Xasevell and Whiteside Counties*
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is east-central, northeastern, and ncrtfaarn Illinois rank latest in 
urban rates*
variation in rates among the residence groups is illus­
trated by the fact that the urban rate in Lawrence County was higher 
than either the rural-noafarm or farm rates in Cook, LuPage, Kendall, 
lake, Madison, Monroe, Putnam, and Washington Counties, It i® noteworthy 
that Sendall, Manros, Putnam, and Washington Counties were strictly 
rural in l?iiO*
Numerically, the rural-noni'arra population was the second most Im­
portant group, representing Hi,2 per cent of the state’s inhabitants 
la 1$U0* It was shown previously that the greatest variation In fertility 
rates fcaong the counties was in Hie rural-aonfar® population, the ex­
teat to which rus*al-nonfarm fertility rates varied from one area at 
Illinois to another and among the counties is shown by Figure 16, These 
data reveal two outstanding facts* The first and raost obvious Is tbs 
large masher of counties with high rural-nonfarm rates in southern 
Illinois* Twenty-one counties In this area had r ur&l~nonfarm rates 
above 1|1Q —  the state average for the rural-farm population* Of these, 
Alexander, Clay, Franklin, Dallatin, haailton, Jackson, Jefferson,
Marian, Perry, Pulaski, Richland, Wayne, and Williamson are in southern 
TlHi%ft*»T jn addition to being the most rural area of the state -wiser© 
subsistence and part-time farming predominate, coal mining and oil 
field activities are also important n onagri cultural pursuits*
A second very significant feat lire revealed by figure 16 is that 
each highly urbanised counties as Macon, Eock Island, Tazewell,
Whiteside, and Winnebago had r-uxal—uonfsria rates that were also hlgr.ej* 
than the average for the farm population of the state* Although Calhoun,
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Jersey, and lleretr Counties had high percentages of rural population, 
they alee ranked among the highest in nonfarm rates*
The fact that metropolitan Bock Island, Macon, TasaweZl and 
Winnebago Counties ranked third, ninth, seventeenth, and twentieth 
with rur&WoafaxK rates above the average far the farm population, 
suggests that the urban fringe population is very significant in under- 
standing variations in fertility* Although the urban fringe population 
around these large cities was classified as rural-nonfar® by the 
Bureau of the Census, these groups are culturally urban oriented and 
differ markedly from the residents in the central cities, particularly 
in regard to the vital phenomenon of reproduction*
This observation is further substantiated by the fact that some 
of the highest rur&I-oonfara rates were in counties containing the high­
est percentages of urban population, while lowest rates prevail in 
counties that were either entirely rural and/or have relatively small 
proportions of their populations in urban centers* For example, with 
the exception of St. Clair in the last St. Loui® metropolitan district 
aad Till in the Chicago area, the remaining 10 metropolitan counties 
had raral-noBfar® rates above 320. On the other hand, lowest nonfam 
rates were found in Carroll, Hancock, Iroquois, Macoupin, Scott, Union, 
and Washington* Rural—aonfara rates were low in Zee, llvingston, 
tegaq, and Kankakee Counties, where the cities of Dixon, Pontiac,
ZincsIn, and Vx> are located* However, these are probably not sig­
nificant, sines large state institutions in these counties may unduly
16$
Influence the rur&l-noafara rate ©f reproduction*^
Although the rural-far® population was numerically the least i&« 
portaztt population group in 191*0, fertility ratios were highest among 
farm groups for the entire state and in 79 of the 102 counties. In 
23 counties the distinction of highest fertility rates passed from the 
rural—farm to the rural-nonfar® population* This change in the con- 
vwitiawl rank in fertility among these counties suggests a very sig­
nificant residential variation in rates of reproduction* An outstanding 
characteristic revealed by an examination of Figures 1$ and 17 Is that 
the lamest rural-farm and urban rates of reproduction are in the most 
highly urbanised metropolitan counties* Figure 16* on the other handy 
discloses that in a oat of these sarae counties rural-nonfam rates rank 
higher then either the rural-farm or urban.
Seventeen of the 23 counties where rural-noafarm rates were higher 
than farm r&tes of either metropolitan or contain cities of more than 
20*000 inhabitants. For example* in the Chicago area counties such as 
Cook* Ssftege, Kane and lake; Macon (Decatur)j Madison (East St* Louis)j 
Peoria and Tax ewe 11 (Peoria) and Rock Island (Rock Island)* had lower 
rural—farm than rural-nonfarm rates* In the other four metropolitan 
eem&tiea of Sangamon* St. Clair, Will and Winnebago the rural-fana popu­
lation was more fertile than the rural-nonfarm* The rural-nonfam rates 
*f eyn were also lower than farm rates in Franklin, Jefferson,
foox, Saline, Stephenson, Fermilion, and Whiteside Counties, where the
Fbr lee and Logan Counties see Footnote 1a. The State Reform­
atory’ far Women la located in Dwight in Livingston and the Kankakee and 
SsRten* State Hospitals are in Kankakee County.
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respective cities of West Frankfort, Mount Yarnon, Galesburg,
Harrisburg, Freeport, Danville, and Sterling, with populations in 
excess of 10,GOO inhabitants are located* It is interesting arid per** 
haps significant that with the exception o£ Stephenson and Whiteside, 
the regaining counties are important coal mining and oil-field centers.? 
The regaining six counties where rura l-oonfarea rates were higher than 
rural-fara rates are predominantly rural and include Jersey, Mercer, 
Monroe, Perry, Putnaa, and Richland* Mercer and Monroe Counties are 
adjacent to the metropolitan counties of Rock Island and St* Glair and 
suggest that these r*iay be places of residence for workers who live in 
the fringe areas around these metropolitan centers.
The question arises of the degree of significance that should be 
attached to the fact that roral-nonfarm rates were higher than far® 
rates in. 23 Illinois counties. Although the evidence is not sufficiently 
conclusive to suggest a definite tendency ia developing to change the 
conventional ranking of farm and naafara groups in fertility, the data 
presented in Table XLIX .pzoviGe a partial basis for inferring that th© 
differential is of sufficient oagnitu.de in some counties to indicate a 
high degree of significance* The difference between the f&ra and nonfaria 
rates varied froat less than one per cent in Kane to 28.9 per cent in 
County. This is a tremendous difference. In ten counties the 
difference was more then 10 per cent and in 13 it was below thjjs amount.
^For greater detail about these areas see, The Executive Qomittee 
on Southern Illinois. Southern Illinois (Urbanai University of Illinois 
Press, 19h9) pp* 82-113, and“G. A. fcimstrom and G, H* Deitschmau, 
Reclaiming Illinois Strip Coal Lands b£ forest Ranting (J^ana* 
varsity of Illinois Agricultural fiperifrxent btati.on. Bulletin 5u I,
1951)»P*ggigu
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It would appear that in the former group, at least, the difference
is statistically significant* With the exceptions of the differential 
of 28.9 and 28*U per cent in the metropolitan counties of Macon and 
lock Island, these data do not indicate that higher rural-noni'ana than 
farm rates are more characteristic of metropolitan than nomaetropolitan 
counties. However, the facts suggest that a major differential is 
developing among the urban fringe residents which may be of tremendous 
significance in fertility differentials in Illinois* Of great importance 
is the fact that these data suggest the extreme necessity for giving 
consideration to the rural-nonfara population in the fringe areas of 
the large cities of Illinois and that this can be done by making maximum 
use of the published reports of the Bureau of the Census*
Although rural-nonfarm rates were higher than farm rates in 23 
counties, there were tremendous variations in farm rates of reproduction 
among the other 79 counties. Figure 17 shows several important varia­
tions in reproduction from one area of the state to another. The most 
striking fact is the preponderance of counties in southern Illinois with 
rates in excess of li75* Eleven of the lh counties in this group, in­
cluding Alexander, Clinton, Fayette, Gallatin, Hardin, Johnson, Marion, 
Pope, Pulaski, Union, and Wayne are in this area, while Calhoun and 
Greene are in the southwestern area, bordering on the Illinois and 
Mississippi hirers. It is particularly interesting that with the ex­
ception of Massac, all counties along the Ohio River at the Kentucky 
border were among the highest in farm fertility* These six counties are 
within the Illinois portion of the Quark Uplift and have some of the 
poorest agricultural land in the state* The fact that farm fertility 
rates were among the highest in the state in this area suggests that 
large mashers of migrants from Kentucky, Tennessee, ana other southern
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?able XXI* Comparative Rural-Nonfam and Kural-F&rw Fertility 












Cook 357 307 5g 3.6,3
Dupage 353 293 65 22.2
Franklin 102 37S 3u 9.0Jefferson 1*36 39U 1*2 10.9Jersey 525 1*1*1* 31 18,2
lane 375 372 3 U.8
Kraz 382 353 29 7*9
lake 362 355 7 3.9Macon U55 353 102 28*9
Madison 361 329 32 %1
Mercer U33 5lo 23 5*6
Monroe 3it6 330 16 U*8
Peoria 387 375 12 3.2
Perry 1*69 1*2U 1*5 10.6
Futnea 35U 3Ui 13 3*8
Richland k90 1*31 59 13*7
Rock Island 1*93 36h 109 28.1*Saline hoe 377 31 8.2
Stephenson 361 375 6 1*6
Tasewell 1*23 369 3h 8.7Vermilion 1*08 392 16 luX
Whiteside 1*90 516 Ik .17*6
Winnebago U 7 373 1*1* 11.8
*Bese is the rural-farm fertility ratio*
states enter the state hare, bringing with them the large family pattern 
characteristic of the areas from which they come*
Xt is interesting to note that Jo Daviess and Stark were the only 
counties in northern Illinois with relatively high farm rates* Thus, 
the majority of counties in the highly mechanized commercial t;ype-*of- 
farming areas prevailing in east-central, west-central, northwestern,
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and northeastern Illinois ranked low in farm fertility* In addition 
Cass, Has on, Ford, Iroquois, Ogle, Lee, Whiteside, and Henderson Counties 
were the only others with rates between k 15 and 445* All other northern
counties had farm ratios below 415*
In a preceding section it was shown that farm rates were lowest in 
the metropolitan counties or in those near the largest cities* Fig* 
are 17 dearly demonstrates that such counties as Cook, DuPage, and 
UI1 is the Chicago area, Madison, St* Clair, Monroe, and Washington in 
the East St* Louis district and Macon in the Decatur area, ranked among 
the lowest in farm fertility. In addition Knox and Putnam, ranking 
ninety-third and ninety—sixth were also among the lowest (Table IX)*
In spite of the fact that Monroe, Putnam, and Washington Counties were 
strictly rural in 1940, farm rates of reproduction were as low as in 
the most highly urbanised areas*
The data portrayed in Figure 17 strongly suggest that there may 
be some relationship between type of farming and rates of reproduction* 
Generally, highest fertility rates were in the poorest soils areas 
where part-time and subsistence farming are important, while rates are 
lowest in the better soils areas where agriculture is highly mechanised 
and comerclal* Although a subsequent chapter is devoted to a detailed 
analysis of the precise relationship between type-of-farming and fer­
tility, Table XI? shows that the fertility ratios for the three census 
residence groups in each of the nine type-of-farming areas. With the 
exception of the Dairy *n<2 Truck area in northeastern Illinois, rates 
of reproduction were consistently highest for farm groups, intermediate 
among the non-farm residents and lowest for urban residents in all 
farming areas* In the northeastern, Dairy and Truck farming area,
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rsselHBeBferm rates w n  higher than either farm or urban rates*
Tk* preceding discussion shows conclusively that fertility varies 
Inversely with population density for whites and Negroes in the state 
as a whole* Although this generalisation persisted for the majority 
af the counties, la 23 counties the rural-nonfarm population was highest 
In fertility, fan groups intermediate ami urban lowest* In eight 
type1 ef-f arming areas highest, Intermediate and lowest rates prevailed 
far the rural-farm, rural-nonfarm, and urban groups, respectively. In 
the Dairy and Truck faming area nonfarm residents were slightly more 
fertile than either the farm or urban groups*
B. Unincorporated and Incorporated Population Differentials.
4 basic residential classification of population is one which minimises 
the influence of density resulting from living in any sise of aggre­
gate* Thus, all persons who live in incorporated centers are separated 
frai these in the unincorporated territory* A comparison of rates 
of reproduction between these groups would therefore show precisely 
the relationship between fertility and residence, inasmuch as the un­
incorporated residents are "strictly" rural and homogeneous* Theoret- 
it is passible to exclude all residents of incorporated centers 
from these living in the open country* Unfortunately, this cannot 
be dees, sistee the Bureau of the Census does not publish detailed age 
end m b  statistics for the population living in the 7lU rural villages 
with less than 1,000 inhabitants. Therefore, only the population living 
is centers with more than 1,000 persons could be excluded from the un­
incorporated territory* Another refinement, however, can be introduced 
Into the calculations by computing fertility ratios for the unincorpor­
ated population of the minor civil divisions. This procedure eliminates
i n
tli® effects of differences within the geographic limits of county 
boundaries.
Far purposes of population enumeration, in 19liQ, the Bureau of 
the Census recognised 1,638 townships and precincts in Illinois. Al­
though both are legally recognised, the former are numerically predom­
inant* Eighty—six counties had l,bJ!i5 townships and 16 counties contained 
193 precincts. Although the terms are used interchangeably, townships 
are used most frequently in reference to minor civil divisions. It is 
is this meaning that the term townships is employed in the following 
discussion*
Fertility ratios for the unincorporated population in 1,617 town­
ships were computed.® In instances where the incorporated limit# of a 
center were in more than one township, the unincorporated population 
of the combined townships was used as the basis for calculating ratios. 
The resultant composite rates were employed for all townships involved 
in s single computation. Fertility ratios for the townships were then 
classified into six groups ranging from less than 280 to 520 and over 
sod placed on a map. Table XIII ammariaes the distribution of fertility 
rates for the unincorporated population.
For the state as a whole the unincorporated population rate of 1*00 
was 152 percent higher than the incorporated rate of 251. Hence, the 
unincorporated rate was slightly lower than the farm rate for the entire
There was no unincorporated population in 21 townships, i. e*, 
these townships were entirely within some incorporated center, the 
counties and the respective number of townships weres Adams (1), 
Alexander (1), Champaign (1), Cook (6), Hancock (1), McDonough (1), 
McLean (1), lake (1), Madison (2), Peoria (1), Hock Island (1),
St. Clair (2), Sangamon (1), and Stephenson (1).
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state, while the incorporated population rate was slightly higher than 
the urban*
Table HII* Distribution of Fertility Ratios in the Unincorporated* 




Less than 230 68 1**2




520 and over 188 11.6
Total 1,61? 100*0
♦Includes inhabitants living in incorporated centers 
of less than 1,000 population*
Table XIV shows the unincorporated rates for the nine major 
type-of-farming areas* In every instance the rates for the unincor­
porated residents were substantially higher than the incorporated*
The unincorporated rate varied from 315 in the northeastern Dairy and 
Truck area to 1*70 in the southern Fruit and Vegetable area— a dif­
ference of 3h per cent* In the west and south-central General Faming, 
southeaster drain and Livestock and the southern Fruit and Vegetable 
areas, unincorporated rates were higher than the average fans rate 
for the state. Among the type-of-farming areas, the difference in the 
unincorporated and Incorporated rates was greatest In the southern 
Fruit and Vegetable area, where the former was about o3 per cent higher 
than the latter*
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Figure Id shows that the largest number of townships with un­
incorporated rates above 520 were concentrated in southern Illinois* 
However, other townships with rates above 520 were scattered through 
all sections* The variation in rates for the unincorporated population 
was tremendous when measured by the difference between the highest and 
lowest townships* In Santa Fe Township (precinct) in Alexander County 
the rate of 81? was 15 times higher than that of $k in M&nteno Township 
in Kankakee County* 9
In general, lowest unincorporated rates were in the townships 
nearest the large metropolitan cities* For example, with the exception 
of Burton and Sandwich Townships in McHenry and DeKalb Counties, the 
entire tier of counties in the vicinity of Chicago had the largest 
number of townships with lowest ratios* A similar situation was appar­
ent in the last St. Louis district, where Fayetteville Township in 
St* Clair County was the only one with a rate above 520*
Another distinctive feature revealed by Figure 18 is that town­
ships with high ratios were found aide by side those with the lowest 
ratios* That is, townships with the lowest unincorporated rates were 
contiguous to townships with ratios significantly higher than the 
average for the farm population of the entire state* Thus, in the 
Chicago district, Stickney (Cook), Elgin, Burlington, Kaneville (Kane), 
and Mewport (Lake) Townships had rates above u50* In Peoria County 
rates of d60, 1*80, and 522 were found in hallock, Kickapoo, and Kosefield
e low rate in llantsno Township may be influenced by the loca­
tion of the State Hospital in this township* Only one other township 
has a rats below 10Q--Dwight Township in Livingston County, where the 
State Reformatory for women Is located*
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Townships, garrison and Pecatcnia Townships in Winnebago County had 
rates of 1*86 end 1*77. Buffalo Bart, Curran, Island Grove, and Loami 
Townships in the Springfield district had respective rates of 5>l*l, 
bTkf h6l, and 2*61, The unincorporated rate for Decatur Township con­
taining the City of Decatur was 0̂1* Hie corporate limits of Rock 
Island extended into Rock Island and South Rock Island Townships, and 
the composite ratio was 1*81. The extremely high rates for the unincor­
porated population in the vicinity of the large metropolitan cities 
further demonstrate the importance of the suburban fringe population in 
understanding differentials In Illinois population fertility.
C, Site of Community and Fertility Pifferentlals. Although the 
preceding discussion showed conclusively that fertility rates varied 
inversely with the degree of urbanity, the precise relationship between 
reproductive rates and residence in varying sizes of incorporated ag­
gregates remains to be explored.
Composite fertility ratios were therefore computed for the popula­
tion living in each size of aggregate in the counties. These rates 
for the counties and type-of-farming areas are given In Appendix 
Table 2. To discover the nature of variations in rates among communi­
ties of s given else of aggregate, ratios were calculated for 218 rural 
and 208 urban incorporated centers according to the classification 
shown in Table XI, The ratios for these individual population aggre­
gates are given in Appendix Tables 3, U, %  6, and 7*
The Composite rates for specific slses of aggregates in the 
counties were classified Into six groups ranging from 230 to 390.
These rates were then mapped for the respective counties and the size 
oit population aggregate was shown by using circles with varying radii.
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Because Cook County had such a large number of different elaes of 
incorporated centers, for practical purposes it was necees&xy to modify 
the above procedure* Figure 1$ graphically shows the variations in 
fertility rates for the six sices of incorporated aggregates among the 
counties of Illinois*
With one notable exception, Table XI? vividly ahcwa that fertility 
rates progressively declined from the rural-nonfarm-nonvtllage popula­
tion to the largest site of center* la the case of aggregates containing
50.000 to 100,000 population, the rate was 2*6 per cent higher than for 
centers containing 100,000 inhabitants or more* Although fertility rates 
progressively decreased ttm the smallest to the largest siae of com­
munity, the differences between communities are not marked* Gauged by 
the difference between the rural-nonfarm-nonvillage and the largest
sise of aggregate, the rate for the former group was 39*4 per cent 
higher than the latter* However, the differences in rates between 
centers In one sise of group and the next largest were not so great*
For example, the rate for residents of rural incorporated villages having
1.000 to 2,500 inhabitants was lii*8 per cent smaller than the rural- 
nonfArw-nonvillage.
While fertility varies inversely with the sise of population ag­
gregate for the state as a whole, this pattern is not consistent through­
out all areas* For example, Table XI? and Figure IF show that in the 
east-central Gesh-Graln and the southwestern Wheat, Dairy, and Poultry 
areas the rates in small cities with 2,500 to 5,000 population were 
higher than in rural towns with 1,000 to 2,500 inhabitants* On the 
other hand, in the west and south-central General Mixed Forming and the 
southeastern Grain and livestock areas, the respective rates of 299,
Table XIV* Fertility Ratios in Unincorporated Territory and Specified Slses of Incorporated Communities 
in Illinois, by type-of-Farming Areas, 1940.






























State total 4oo 388 251 331 306 281* 272 257 229 235
Northeastern, dairy 
and truck 315 361 238 346 301 271 262 245 201 234
Northwestern, mixed 
livestock 404 406 277 320 319 238 288 285 237 —
Western, livestock 
and grain 388 388 280 332 321 282 306 270 270 255
East-central, cash-grain 381 362 276 327 346 30l* 268 256 244 —
West-central, general 
farming 1*31 394 276 307 282 299 — 247 — —
Southwestern, wheat, 
dairy and poultry 387 377 286 307 318 280 289 258 270 —
South-central, general 
farming JlllO 443 302 358 275 300 288 — —
Southeastern, grain 
and livestock 419 411 322 360 286 322 305 ■Mb
Southern, fruit and 
vegetable 478 443 311 365 284 283 283 — — —






Figure 19. Fertility Ratios for Each Size of Population 
Aggregate, by Counties, Illinois, 19U0.
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300, and 32a for centers containing 5,000 to 10,000 inhabitant® war® 
higher than the corresponding rates of 282* 275* and 286 for small 
cities with 2,500 to 5,000 inhabitants* In the northwestern Mixed 
livestock area, rates for the cities from 10,000 to $0,000 inhabitants 
were higher than cities in the $,000 to 10,000 population class*
She preceding discussion point® conclusively to the inverse associ­
ation between fertility and sise of population aggregate* The highest 
rates are consistently found in the smallest communities In every type 
of farming area* Attention is now directed to an examination of vari­
ations in rates among eoraaunlties of the same size class.
Appendix Table 3 shears rates for the 216 rural incorporated centers 
with 1,000 to 2,500 inhabitants* The wide differences in rates among 
these small towns imaediately suggest the importance of analysing fertil­
ity variation* among communities of the same sise as well as among those 
of different slses* For example, the difference between the rates for 
the lowest and highest center in this sise of aggregate was greater then 
the rural-farm-urban differential for the entire state* That is, the town 
of Grafton in Jersey County had a rate of $kh which was almost three 
times higher than that of 131 for Benld in Macoupin County* Twenty-two 
small towns had rates higher than the state's rural-farm population* 
Although these towns are scattered throughout many areas of Illinois, it 
is noteworthy that Calumet Park, Hillside, Markham, Midlothian, Bobbins, 
South <&lcago Heights, and South Holland with ratio® of UU2, U29, 512,
2*20, U8l, 2|66, and U17» respectively, are in Qoek County. Similarly, 
Elmwood and Hartford in Peoria and Madison Counties had rates of 
UlO and U37* Thus, high rates in rural towns in the vicinity of the 
largest cities strongly suggest that the urban-fringe population Is
I l l
very significant in understanding fertility differentials* Qti the 
Other feand* 16 Mall rural towns had rates below 2k7, the average for 
the urban population of the state* Eight of these, Dupo, Fox Lake, 
Flossmoor, Lebanon, Hew Athena, 0* Fallon, Peotone, and Plainfield are 
within metropolitan Cook, St* Clair, Will, and Lake Counties.
Measured by the difference between the cities with the lowest 
and highest fertility rates, the 38 cities in the population class 
2,$00 to 5,000 varied more in reproduction than the small towns of
1,000 to 2,$00 persons. For example, the rate of 1*98 In Oreve Couer 
is Peoria County was wore than triple that of 139 for Kenilworth in 
Cook Comity, See Appendix Table L* While tiiis is a tremendous dif­
ference, is highly significant that only four other cities in. this 
prop had rates below the average urban rate for the state* These 
citiss were Geneva, Highland, LaGrange Park, and Mount Olive in Kane, 
Martison, Cock, and Macoupin Counties. Thus, although there is con­
siderable variation among the small cities, 81* of them had higher rates 
than the urban population of the state.
An examination of rates among cities ranging from 5,000 to 10,000 
population shears that the difference between the extremes was less 
wrked than for the small towns and small cities* East Peoria*s rats 
of 1*2$ was about two and a half times higher than Glencoe's 177*
Hoop*ton, Lawrenceville, and Zion in Vermilion, Lawrence, and Cook 
Counties, respectively, were the only other cities in this siee of 
aggregate that had rates above 3$0. By contrast, nine cities including 
Collinsville, De&alb, Downers Grave, Edwardsville, Hinsdale, Lake 
jferest, Peru, Princeton, and Wood River had rates below 2L7* It is 
noteworthy that East Peoria and Zion had the highest rai.es among the
61 cities in this group u»d are in the. counties (Peoria and Cook) 
containing the tee largest cities,
Die significance of the association between urbanity and fertility 
Is made Mrs eeanizigful when rates for the $9 cities containing acre 
this 23,000 population are examined if it is borne in mind that about 
Ian tftitnts of the state9* inhabitants lived in these cities in 19̂ 0.
See Appendix Tables 6 and 7*
fertility ratios did not vary widely among the cities with 10,000 
to 2^,080 inhabitants in comparison with the smaller cities* The rate 
Par Wfrlrose Park was 3h2, or about double that for Winnetka* Rates 
id tteees of the urban rate for the state were found in 28 cities,
Ails In addition Winnetka, Highland Park, Jacksonville, laGrange,
LaSalle, Lincoln, Park Ridge, and Wilmette had rates below the urban 
average Par the state* Five of these cities are in the Chicago metro­
politan district*
A very significant fact revealed by the data in Appendix Table 7 
Is that nose of the 23 cities containing more than 2$,000 inhabitants 
bed rates of reproduction above 300* Another interesting feature is 
that the difference in rates among these cities were not so marked as 
far these of the smaller else of aggregate* Thus, the rate of 295 in 
Reek Island was approximately two-fifths higher than the rate of 211 
far Berwyn* In addition to Berwyn, fertility rates in Belleville, 
agin, and Joliet were below the average for the state*e urban population* 
Among the cities with 50,000 to 100,000 papulation, rates varied 
from 177 in the City of Oak Bark to 270 in East St* Louis* This amounts 
to a difference of approximately 30 per cent* The rate in Decatur was 
also above the average urban rate for the state*
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The rates of reproduction among the residents of Illinoisf two 
largest cities did not wary greatly, although the rate for Peoria was 
slightly higher than Chicago1 a.
the analysis of the relationship between size of aggregate and 
fertility shows conclusively that fertility is inversely related to 
population density. Invariably rates are highest in the smallest ag­
gregate, which decline progressively from the snail rural hanlats, 
villages, towns and cities of varying size to the largest metropolitan 
centers. With minor exceptions, this inverse relationship was coiw 
sisterrt throughout all areas of the state. Some of the most pertinent 
findings concerning the association between residence and fertility 
M y  be stated as follows:
1. Hfce rural~farm population rates of reproduction were highest, 
rurauUnoafar* rates were intermediate, and the urban rates lowest. 
Although this general relationship was true for the state as a whole 
sad among a majority of the counties, in 23 counties the highest rates 
passed from the rural-far*} to the rural-nonfarra population. fVith this 
exception, the pattern was consistent for whites and Itegroes in the 
state as a whole and in the nine luajor type-rof-farming areas.
2# The unincorporated population was significantly more fertile 
than the residents of incorporated centers. This holds true for each 
of the nine major type-of-farming areas.
3. *ith one exception, among the different sizes of communities, 
fertility ratios consistently declined from the Siaallest to the largest 
size of population aggregate. Thus, starting with the rural-nonfarm- 
population through the incorporated centers of 1,000 to
16U
2,$00, 2, $00 to 5,000, 5,000 to 10,000, 10,000 to 25,000, 25,000 to 
So,000, find 50,000 to 100,000 inhabitants rates were progressively 
smaller for each successively larger alee of aggregate. The rate for 
the two largest cities was slightly higher than for the cities of 
$0,000 to 100,000 persons. This relationship was consistent with 
■iner exceptions for the nine major type-of-f arsing areas,
i+* Among the communities in each sise class, there were wide 
variations in fertility ratios. When differences were measured from 
enters having the lowest and the highest rates, among the smallest 
incorporated centers, the variations exceeded the rural-farm-urban 
differential for the state as a whole. As the ai*e of population ag­
gregate increases, the difference in rates tends to become less 
pronounced.
CHAPTER 71
D I F F E R E N T I A L S  I H F E R T I L I T Y  
i 8 S T I P W  l-F A A H I  ¥  0
The preceding analysis demonstrated conclusively that fertility 
varied widely among the counties and townships (Table XX and Figures lii 
sad 16} and suggested that there may be some relationship between fer­
tility and the different types-of-farming practiced in the state. The 
differentials in fertility rates between the southern Fruit and Vege­
table and northeastern Dairy and Truck type-of-fariaing areas are 
particularly important, since they afford wide contrasts in land use, 
typos of soils, topography, and proportions of rural and urban popu­
lation. The former area is in the poorest soils section of the state; 
the topography is hilly to rolling and approximately 70 per cent of the 
population were rural in 19U0. On the other hand, the latter area is 
In the better soils section; its topography is flat to slightly rolling 
and is the most highly urbanised area of the state, being located en­
tirely within the Chicago metropolitan district. In comparison with 
the southern Fruit and Vegetable area, low rates of reproduction were 
also found in the Mixed Livestock, Cash-Grain, and the Wheat, Dairy 
and Poultry farming areas, respectively, in northwestern, east-central, 
and southwestern Illinois.
Although Illinois lies entirely within the broad corn-belt cul­
tural region, and by comparison with many individual states its agri­
culture is rather uniform, there are significant variations in the 
types of farming practiced from one area to another. Okie of the most 
Important factors differentiating types-of-farming is the nature and 
variations in soil types. Agronomists have described 26 major soil
18$
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association regions and have mapped nearly 300 different soil types 
in about three-fourths of the counties* ̂  In general, the northern 
two-thirds of Illinois have young, glaciated black-pre i rie-types of 
soils that are extremely fertile in comparison with the older, un­
glaciated sandy-clay loams in the southern third* Furthermore, the 
north-south distance of approximately 385 miles gives rise to a dif­
ference of about one month in growing seasons. Highly mechanised 
commercial farms with large proportions of tenant operators prevail in 
northern Illinois, whereas in southern Illinois farms are smaller and 
predominantly owner-operated with relatively higher proportions of the 
total value of agricultural production being consumed by the farm family* 
All of these factors combined with excellent market facilities and 
large concentrations of population in cities give rise to nine major 
type-of-farming areas. ̂ See Figure 20*
If type-of—farming is associated with reproductive performance, 
fertility rates among different residential groups should be consistently 
higher In one farming area than in another. Therefore, to examine 
thoroughly this relationship, ratios were computed for the three census 
residential groups (see Table II) and the incorporated and unincorpor­
ated populations in each farming type area, detailed calculations for 
which are shown in Appendix Table 2 and summarized in Table HIT in
L. Wascher and others. Illinois Soil Type Descriptions 
(Urbanas Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station Agronomy Monograph 
1&U3, 1950) pp. 7—XU*
C. M. Case and K. H. Myers, Types of Farming In Illinois 
(Urbanas Illinois Agricultural Experiment Staton Bulletin 1*03, 1&3U) 
pp. 153 Tf. For purposes of this analysis the nine major area® fol­
lowing county lines are used. The central Cash-Grain area has two 
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the preceding chapter*
Table XV eusaaariaes the rates of reproduction for the total, 
urban, rural-nonfarm, and farm populations of the nine major faming 
areas in Illinois* Without regard to residence, fertility rates varied 
widely between the extremely low rate of 21*2 in the northeastern Dairy 
and Truck and 1*0£ in the southern Fruit and Vegetable areas* This dif­
ference is equal to ©bout 1*0 per cent. While not so low as the Dairy 
and Truck area, the northeastern, southwestern, and east-central Mixed 
Livestock, Wheat, Poultry and Dairy, and Gaeh-Grain rates, respective­
ly, were approximately one-fourth less than the Fruit and Vegetable area*
Table XV* Fertility Ratios in the Nine Major Type-of-Farming Areas, 
by Residence, Illinois, 1?U0. #
Fertility ratios by residence 
Rural- Rural- 
Type of farming Total Urban nonfarm farm
Northeastern* Dairy and Truck 21*2 237 358 31*8
Northwestern t Mixed livestock 319 271* 387 1*02
Westerns Livestock and Grain 326 272 371 390
East-Central* Caah-Grain 319 269 355 398West-Centrals General Farming 3 W 269 366 1*32Southwestern* Wheat, Dairy
and Poultry 319 281 351 397
South-Central* Mixed Farming 372 291* 1*19 1*39
Southeast* Grain and Livestock 377 306 1*00 1*25
Southern* Fruit and Vegetable 1*05 291* 1*18 501
Total, all areas 280 21*7 370 1*10
©Compiled from Table XIV*
Since the northeastern, northwestern, and southwestern farming areas 
are among the most highly urbanised, and the southern Fruit and Vege­
table is the moat rural section, the differences in rates are probably 
greatly influenced by the degree of urbanity rather than type-of-faming*
To understand fully the precise relationship, it is therefore neces­
sary to analyse and compare differential rates for a variety of 
residential groupings within type-of-farming areas,
A* Residential Differences in Fertility, With the exception 
of the Dairy and Truck farming area, fertility rates were: highest among 
residents of farms, intermediate for the noufarm, and lowest among the 
urban groups in the eight other type-of-farming areas. The fact that 
fertility was higher among the rural-nonfana than rur&l-farm groups 
in the northeastern Dairy and Truck area stresses the significance of 
reproduction among the urban fringe residents In the Chicago metropoli­
tan district*
Urban rates varied from 237 in the hairy and Truck to 306 in the 
southeast Grain and livestock area— a difference amounting to approxi­
mately 29 per cent. Between these extremes, however, urban indices in 
the seven other farming areas range from 269 to 294* indicating a slight 
variation among these areas. It is noteworthy that in all farming type 
areas rates were higher than the state average, except the northeastern 
Dairy and Truck area, thus shoving the striking influence of aetropoli- 
taa Chicago on the urban rate for the entire state.
Measured from the lowest to the highest rates, the variation in 
fertility among the rural-nonfarm groups in each type-of-farming area 
was less than the urban. The difference of 19 per cent between the 
Southwestern Wheat, Dairy and Poultry, and the south-central Mixed 
Farming area was ten percentage points less than the urban. It !.e in­
teresting to note that the east-central Cash-Grain rural-nonfarm index 
was only slightly higher than that of the southwestern Wheat, Poultry 
and Dairy area, although the former area is less highly urbanised. Only 
the south-central Mixed Farming, the southeast Grain and livestock, and
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the southern Fruit and Vegetable areas had rural-nonfarm rates above 
400* Indices in the remaining areas were all within the range of 3&1 
to 3^7*
JToa the viewpoint of differentials in fertility* residents of 
farms are the moat important and crucial group in studying the relation­
ship between reproduction and types—of-f arming* Among farts residents 
fertility ratios varied 70 per cent* ranging frost 3l*8 in the Dairy 
and Track to 501 in the Fruit and Vegetable farming areas* This dif­
ference is acre than double that for the urban and approximately four 
tiaes the rural-nonfarm indices* Although farm rates varied widely 
between the extremes* in the other seven types-of-f arming areas* ratios 
ranged from 390 to 439* or about 12 per cent, indicating a slight var­
iation in fertility among farm groups in most farming areas*
Among the three census residential groups* fertility ratios were 
net consistently highest for any one particular group in any one iype- 
ef—faming area* Thus, the urban* rural-nonfarm* and rural—fara rates 
were highest in the southeast Grain and Livestock* south-central Mixed 
Farming* and southern Fruit and Vegetable type-of-f arming areas* re­
spectively* Conversely* lowest rates for these same groups were in 
the northeastern Dairy and Truck and the southwestern wheat* Dairy and 
Poultry areas* Therefore, highest rates for each residential group 
occurred in the most rural and lowest, rates were in the most highly 
urbanised farming areas* suggesting that residence ia more important in 
explaining high rates of reproduction than type-of-farming*
3», Incorporated and Unincorporated Differentials* Although the 
previous discussion demonstrated that fertility rates were highest in 
the most rural type—of—farming areas* attention is now directed towards
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determining the relationship between type-of-farming and rates of re­
production when the population is classified into the inhabitants 
living in incorporated and unincorporated territory. Jigure 18 shows 
the variation* in fertility for the unincorporated population of the 
townships. In general the most rural townships, i.e., those without 
any incorporated population had the highest ratios, while the rates 
were lowest in the townships containing incorporated centers. To test 
precisely the relationship between residence in these two population 
categories and rates ©f reproduction, the percentages of incorporated 
and unincorporated population in each of the type-of-f arming areas were 
computed, The farming areas were then ranked in descending order of 
fertility ratios for each residence category and are shown in Table XVI* 
It is iwaediately apparent that the farming areas with the highest 
proportions of population living in incorporated territory had the 
lowest rates; and, conversely, the unincorporated rates were highest*
7© test precisely the nature of the association between these variables, 
correlation coefficients were computed using the percentages of popu­
lation living in the. incorporated and unincorporated territory of each 
typs—of—f arming area and the fertility ratios for these respective 
residential groups* The coefficient for the incorporated population 
ahd the fertility rate amounted to - .756* On the other hand, the co­
efficient for the unincorporated population was higher and in the 
opposite direction, amounting to ♦ >962, In other words, as the per­
centage of population residing in incorporated territory increased, the 
fertility ratio for the incorporated papulation decreased. Conversely, 
as the percentage of population in the unincorporated territory increased
Table XVI* Rank of Fertility Ratios and Percentage population in Incorporated and Unincorporated# 
Territory by Type-of-Farming in Illinois, 1VJ*G*





North easterns Dairy and Truck 238 9 96.5 315 9 3.5
Northwestern* Mixed Livestock 277 6 69.5 404 5 30.5
We stem i drain and Livestock 280 s 65,7 383 6 34.3
East-Centrali Caah-Grain 276 7 64.3 381 8 35.7
West-Centrals General Farming 
Southwestern: Wheat, Dairy and
276 a 58.1 431 3 41.9
Poultry 236 4 68.1 387 7 31.9
South-Centr&lt Mixed Farming 302 3 53.1 44o 2 46.9
Southeast: Grain and Livestock 322 1 53.0 419 k 47.0
Southerns Fruit and Vegetable 3H 2 49.9 478 1 50.1
Total, all areas 2$1 - 62.0 4oo 18.0
■̂ Includes population residing in 7-lli incorporated centers with less than 1,000 inhabitants.
ato
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the fertility ratio for the unincorporated population increased almost 
in direct proportion. Thus it sems that type-of-farming per se is 
not directly related to variations in fertility except as they re­
flect varying degrees of rurality and urbanity in residence.
The foregoing analysis of differentials in fertility and types of 
farming nay be briefly suamariaed in the following statements t
1* With one exception* fertility rates in all farming areas were 
highest among farm groups, intermediate for the nonfarm, and lowest 
among urban residents. In the northeastern Dairy and Truck faming 
area the non farm fertility rate was higher than the rural-!arm.
2* The evidence shows that residence rather than type-of-farming
is mare important in differential fertility. That is, rates were high­
est in the most rural areas and lowest where the percentages of urban 
population are greatest. The nature of this relationship is emphasised 
by the fact that incorporated and unincorporated fertility rates when 
correlated with the respective percentages of population resulted in 
coefficients of — »75& and ♦ .982, respectively*
3* Although type-of-fnrming per ec appears to be nondi fferential 
in human fertility, rates were consistently highest in the flix-ed Farm­
ing, Grain and Livestock, and Fruit and Vegetable areas of southern 
Illinois. Conversely, rates were lowest among the resident© of the 
Dairy and Truck, Mixed Livestock, 'train and Livestock^ and Cash-Grain 
areas in northern and central Illinois.
U. Based on the above, it seems that the poorer land areas are
contributing relatively higher proportions of the future population 
than the better land areas*
CHAPTER VII
Jfext to residence, the literature stresses the importance of race 
la differential fertility. In the exploratory discussion it was sug~ 
gested that race may be Importantly associated with variations in 
fertility in Illinois* The chapter on residence demonstrated conclusive­
ly that Negro rates of reproduction varied inversely with population 
density and the differential was more marked than among whites. This 
chapter analyses and compares variations in Negro and white population 
fertility.
Although there were 337,1*66 Negroes in Illinois in 191*0, they 
comprised less than flva per cent of the population. Of greater sig­
nificance is the fact that 92,2 per cent lived in urban areas and the 
regaining 7.8 per cent were in rural areas. While 6,5 and 1.5 per cent 
of the rural Negroes were classified as rural-nonfarm and rural-farm 
residents, they were numerically and relatively unimportant, inasmuch 
as they represented 2*2 and 0,6 per cent of the population in these 
respective groups.
Although Negroes were reported in 91 Illinois counties in 19l*0, 
when the criterion of 100 females between 15 and U5 years of age was 
applied as the minimum for calculating significant fertility ratios, 
only 31 counties had sufficient Negroes as shown in Table XVII* These 
Counties contained practically all Negroes or more than nine-tentha of 
the ufban and eight-tenths of the rural-nonfari.i and rural-farra groups.
The Bureau of the Census publishes detailed age and sex information 
for Negroes only for larger areas including counties and cities with 
10,000 inhabitants or more. The discussion which follows is, therefore,
19U
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Table XVII* Distribution of Kegro Population in Selected Illinois 










Adana 1,36? 2*1 84.4 15.6
MltimrHr 8,i»78 33*3 64.8 35.2
Chanpaign 2,135 3*0 98.6 1.4
Geekvwa 294,157 7.2 98.8 1.2
Jackson 2,920 7.7 86.1 13.9
Jefferson 746 2.2 96.6 3.4
Isn 1,949 1.5 87.5 12.5lankakee 1,938 3.2 41.9 56.1
I m 1,089 2.1 82.0 18.0
Ids 2,707 2.2 82.9 17.1
lee 501 1*U 24.1 75.9
420 1*1* 74.5 25.5McLean 860 1.2 96.5 3.5■wen 2,124 2.5 97.8 2.2Madison 7,128 U.8 90.7 9.3
Marian 1,231 2.6 96.1 3.9Itesee 1,705 11,4 36.1 63.9Morgan 1,151 3.2 97.6 2.4Peoria 3,091 2.0 91.6 8.4
Perry 599 2.6 94.8 5.2
Pulaski 5,943 37.4 -rm 100.0Randolph 1,852 5.5 36.7 63.3Reek Island 1,517 1.3 99.4 0.6St* Clair 21,567 12.9 78.6 21.4Saline 1,347 3.5 32.4 67.6
Sangamon 3,609 3.1 93.0 7.0
Stephenson 548 1.3 80.6 19.4Vermilion 3,215 3.7 85.5 14.5H U 3,410 3.0 39.3 60.7VUlianson 1,162 2.3 32.4 67.6Winnebago 1,419 1.2 90.0 10.0
fetal 381,907 4.8 92.7 7.3State totals 387,466 4.9 92.2 7.8
•Counties reporting 100 or more Segro feeales l5-4ili years of age«
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confined to a comparative analysis of white and Negro fertility rates 
la these groups. However, to aid in interpreting variations in fer­
tility indices among the counties, the percentages of rural and urban 
Negroes are also shown in Table XVII.
4* Urban, Rural-Monfarm, and Rural-Fara Differentials. Without 
regard to residence, for the state as a whole, Negroes are less fertile 
than whites. The difference In rates 3s 18.1 per cent. Table XVIII 
shows that the rural-urban Negro differential in reproduction is 
treweadous. The rural-nonfarm and rural-fara Negro rates were 
sad 119*6 per cent higher than the urban. These differences are of 
such wagnitude as to indicate a very high degree of significance.
Although urban Negroes wars slightly less fertile than whites in 
Illinois, rural-nonlam and rural-farm Negroes were 16*0 and 23.7 per 
eaat wore fertile than corresponding whites in these groups. While the 
percentage difference in the rural-nonfarm and rural-fara white rates 
was approximately ID per cent, the corresponding difference for these 
groups among Negroes was twice as great. Thus, it seems that rural 
residence, particularly on farms, has a greater influence in increasing 
rates of reproduction among Negroes than for whites. The fact that 
the differential in rural-urban rates of reproduction is greater among 
Negroes than whites, strongly suggests that the large rural family 
pattern is more persistent among the former group than the latter*
In other words, cultural factors associated with small families oeew 
to infiltrate whites more readily than Negroes in rural Illinois.
®* County Differentials. Gauged by the difference in rates of 
reproduction between the lowest to the highest counties, Negro fer­
tility varied more than whites. For example, the difference between
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Table XVIII. Fertility fiatios f o r White* and Negroes in 
Selected Illinois Counties, 19l*0.
County* Total White Hegro
State total 280 282 251
State urban 21*7 21*8 22*0
State rural-nonfura 370 369 1*28
State rural-far* 1*10 2*06 517
ideas 298 298 303Alexander 3 99 1*02* 389
307 311 232*Cook 238 238 233Jackson 369 357 616
Jefferson 363 367 212*En« 271* 375 200bnkifrae 290 29b 181*
M n m 306 307 292
lake 301 303 21*7
lee 326 326 56* 262 2 6 6 87McLean 301 310 69Macon 300 300 299
Martison 303 302 329
Marlon 371 370 2*12
Massac 365 375 287
Morgan 307 312 192*
Peoria 291 292 256
Perry 375 378 279
Pulaski 376 208 525
Randolph 357 358 303
Seek Island 313 311» 22*9
St. Clair 289 278 367
Saline 355 356 329
Sanganan 272 27U 211
Stevenson 313 312 395
Vexnilton 333 332 373
Will 295 292 105
Williamson 355 35U 391
Winnebago 281* 283 361
Ratios calculated for counties with 100 or more Negro fem&lea 
15-M* y e a r s of age.
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the Negro rates of $6 in Lee and 616 in Jackson Comities was almost 
eleven times greater than the corresponding variation in the white 
rates of 238 and 1*00 in Cook and Alexander Counties (see Table XV III*)
XU tliis connection it is interesting to note that three-fourths of the
Negroes in Lee County were rural and eight-tenths were urban in Jackson.
However, it was previously pointed out that the Dixon State Hospital Is 
located in Lee County and probably a large number of single Negro
females are employed here* Further examination of Tables XVII and
XVIII shows that Negro fertility rates were extremely low in Logan and 
Sc Lean Counties, although the proportions in cities were very high. On 
the other hand, in Will County where threo-fifths of the Negroes were 
rural, the rate of Ul£ was only slightly higher than that of 1*12 in 
Sari on where they were predominately urban*
The data concerning differentials in Negro rates of reproduction 
among the Illinois counties suggest that there is no consistent pattern 
for generalising that fertility varies inversely with population density. 
The absence of a clear-cut relationship between fertility and the pro­
portions of Negroes in rural and urban areas suggests that consideration 
mast be given to the fact of migration among Negro women in the most
iproductive ages. An excellent study by Louise Kemp showed that extreme 
caution must be exercised in making rural-urban comparisons in Negro 
rates of reproduction when using the fertility ratio. In the South, 
for example, she pointed out that many Negro females who work in cities
^Louise Xerap, "A Note on the Use of the Fertility Ratio In the 
Study of Bural and Urban Differences in Fertility," Rural Sociology 
X (191*6) pp. 312-313. ---- -------
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leave their young children in rural areas under the car© of parents, 
grandparents, or others# Inasmuch as large numbers of Negro women 
probably migrate into the state, particularly into the larger cities, 
who may have left their children under the care of others, this may be 
a logical explanation for the Illinois data. This contention is sub­
stantiated by the low rates of reproduction and an almost complete 
absence of children under five years of age in some of the larger cities 
In the Chicago metropolitan district. We shall return to this sub­
sequently.
While there appears to be an absence of any relationship between 
rates of reproduction and population density in Illinois Negro popula­
tion, a comparison of fertility rates for Alexander and Pulaski Counties 
provides some basis for inferring that rural residence results in 
higher rates than urban. Negroes are numerically important in both of 
these counties. Table XVII shoes that in Alexander County about two- 
thirds were urban and one-third were rural in 1940. The urban Negroes 
live in the City of Cairo, a city with more than 10,000 population, 
which is the only urban center in the county. Pulaski County, on the 
other hand, is entirely rural, and about two-thirds and one-third of 
the Begrees were classified respectively, as rural-farm and rural- 
nonfarm.
Table XVIII shows that the rate of $2$ in Pulaski was approximately 
35 per cent higher than that of 389 in Alexander. Based on this single 
comparison, it appears likely that where Negroes are numerically sig­
nificant In rural and urban areas, urbanity plays an Important role in 
differential fertility. That Is, rates are significantly higher in 
rural areas, particularly when the majority of Negroee are on farms
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and lowest la cities*
A comparison of shite and Negro fertility indices of 238 and 233 
in Coeft County, where about three-fourths of the total and eight- 
tenths of the urban Negroes live, shows that there was a very slight 
difference in rates in favor of the white population* Although subject 
to the limitations pointed out previously, it appears that residence 
1m s highly urbanised area reduces Negro rates of reproduction more
yw ...
than whites.
C»- Differentials in Centers of 10,000 Population and Over* The 
<M*emt to which Negroes are urban residents is shown by the fact that 
per cent lived in 27 cities with 10,000 population or more. Fer­
tility ratios for Negroes and whites and the number of Negroes in each 
Oityare shown in Table Z H  The extent to which these cities are 
representative of all urban Negroes is indicated by the fact that the 
composite fertility rate was 239 as compared to 2liQ for the entire 
state* For all 27 cities the white and Negro rates were almost icient- 
iaal*
There is a tremendous variation in Negro rates among the various 
cities. The rate of 30 In Wilmette was more than 13 times less than 
fehaA of the rate of 1*02 in Harvey* See Table 111* For example, in 
191*0 there ware only four children under five years of age and 121
25 to 1*5 years of age reported in .'iilmette by the Bureau of the 
Census* This city, Highland Park, and Winnetka are located within 
tte metropolitan district of Chicago. It is probable that the Negro 
s u m  enumerated were domestic workers who resided in tbs homes of 
their employers. These ratios confirm the contention that rural Negro 
women who migrate to cities may leave their children behind In care of
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Table XIX* Fertility Ratios for Whites and Negroes and Negro
Population in Specified Cities of 10,000 Population 
or W e re , Illinois, l$Uo«*




fetal all centers 238 238 2 3 9 337,11!*
Alton 292 291 2 9 6 2,943Cairo 283 283 283 5,1*94Centralis 27U 322 113 1,176Chipaign 253 244 370 1,802Chicago 234 234 234 277,731
Chicago Heights 278 2 7 k 310 2,215Danville 269 2 6 6 305 2,636
Decatur 258 257 288 2,098
Seat St. Xouis 270 264 289 16,798
Evanston 200 200 1 9 9 6,026
Qalesburg 270 270 270 903
Harvey 330 328 1*02 560
ffigfafaad Park 236 242 25*** 228
Jacksonville 228 231 19 k 1,124
Joliet 241 236 3 9 3 1,305
Kankakee 270 269 283 807
leOrange 200 157 267 463
Haywood 249 2ii5 321 1,208
Kt, Vernon 288 292 217 721
Peoria 255 254 279 2,826
Quincy 257 255 31*7 1,156
Rockford 247 237 273 1,190
Rock Island 295 293 372 1,705
Springfield 233 234 216 3,357
Waukegan 282 284 21*1 1,154
Wilmette 218 2 2 k 30*** 225
Wlnaetka 218 2 2 k 263
■•Source i Appendix Tables 6 and 7.
««&atlo calculated for centers in which there were at least 100
or mere females aged 15—hk*
♦♦•Centers reported 3, k, and 0 Negro children, respectively, 
under five years of age.
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someone else. Perhaps the children of some of these women may be in 
Chicago* Thus extrem caution must be exercised in comparing Negro 
rates of reproduction among cities of different kinds as well as when 
asking rural and urban comparisons. By comparison white fertility 
rates varied from 19? in LaG&r&nge to 328 in Harvey— a difference of 
about 117 per cent*
If Highland Park, Nilaette, and itfinnetka are excluded from the 
city by city comparison of white and Negro rates of reproduction,
Table XVII shows that in 15 of the remaining cities Negro rates were 
higher than whites; six had higher white than Negro rates, and the 
rates were identical in three. Not only were Negro rates higher than 
whites in 15 cities, but the differences were considerably greater than 
those for whites over Negroes in six cities where white rates were 
highest* For example, Negro rates were respectively 22.6, 66.5, 3&* 5, 
31*0, 36*1, and 26.9 per cent higher in Harvey, Joliet, La Grange, 
Maywood, Quincy, and Rock Island than whites. These percentages are 
sufficiently large to indicate a high degree of significance. On the 
other hand, with the exception of the difference in white and Negro 
rates in Gentralia, the differences in favor of whites in the other 
five cities were not so narked*
This analysis and comparison of white and Negro rater, of repro­
duction can be summarised by the following statements t
1* For the state as a whoJ.e, Negro rates of reproduction varied 
inversely with total population density. The highest rates were among 
rural-far® Negroes, intermediate for the rural-nonfarm, and lowest for 
the residents of cities.
2* Coopered with the white population the differential in rural- 
urban fertility was greater among Negroes. While urban Negroes were 
slightly less fertile than whites, the rurai-nonfsuna and rur&l-fann 
Negroes were conspicuously more fertile than urban Negroes and the 
differential was greater than that for the corresponding variation 
among whites in the same groups.
3* The lack of a consistent relationship between rates of re­
production and the proportions of Negro population that were in the 
counties and the extreme variability in rates among cities demonstrate 
the need for extreme caution in interpreting variations in Negro rates 
of reproduction when using the fertility ratio as a measure. The 
specific influence of migration on the distribution of Negro females 
in the productive ages and children under five years cannot be de­
termined from the data available in published reports.
CHAPTER 7XXI
B I P F E E E S T I A L S  I B  F E K T I L I T I  A B B
S 0 C I O-E C O H o T I C P A C T 0 B Si ”*
The relationship between rates of reproduction and socio-economic 
status, during recent years at least, has been a point of controversy 
among students of population* Generally, groups with higher socio­
economic status have had the lowest birth rates, while the highest 
birth rates were among the lowest groups* Hagood^ utilised special 
tabulations from the 1945 Census of Agriculture and reported that 
there was 210 well defined or consistent pattern between rates of re­
production among fans families and the economic else of farms* For 
Ohio and Sew York, however, these variables were positively related, 
and Bagood concluded that there was some basis for inferring that the 
inverse relationship between socio-economic status and fertility was 
beginning to disappear*
The lack of a larger number of studies dealing with the relation­
ship between fertility and socio-economic status results from limita­
tions of available data for large segments of the American population*
It is unfortunate that the National Office of Vital Statistics does 
not publish information about the occupations, incomes, and educational 
.status of mothers and fathers along with the birth statistics* Such 
information would allow direct comparisons of differentials in fertility
^Margaret Jarman Hagood, "Changing Fertility Differentials Among 
families in Relation to Economic Size of Farms,” Rural Sociology* XIII 
(1949) pp* 364-373. The opposite conclusion was arrived at by Warren 
S* Thompson, "Differentials in Fertility and Levels of Living in the 
Rural Population of the United States," American Sociological Review* 
X H I (191*8) pp. $16-534# This study is reviewed In Chapter II#
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among various socio-economic closses of the nation's population* Be­
cause basic information is inadequate or insufficient, many students 
resort to the techniques of simple correlation to show the association 
between fertility and socio-economic status*
To understand the relationship between rates of reproduction and 
the socio-economic status of Illinois population, a number of socio­
economic factors were selected from the official publications of the 
Itereau of the Census and other sources* These indices were then cor­
related with the fertility rates for the total urban, rural-nonfarm, 
and rural-fara populations of the counties* The results of these compu­
tations are shown in Table XX*
To avoid misunderstanding in interpreting the meaning of the 
correlation coefficients, a number of cautions seem appropriate*
First, no claim is made that these correlations show any causal re­
lationship between fertility rates and any of the socio-economic 
indices* The values merely measure the extent of the relationship and 
show the way in which fertility is related to socio-economic status* 
Second, there are no assumptions that any factor or combination of 
factors, per se measures precisely the socio-economic status of any 
residential group for which they are used* That is, some of the indices 
probably are measures or reflections of the degree of urbanity of the 
population more than socio-economic status* For example, the possession 
of such things as running water and electricity is easier to acquire 
in the homes where people live in incorporated aggregates than on 
farms in the open country* In the former situation, these facilities 
are generally furnished by public utilities to the individual family 
at a nominal cost, whereas In the latter they are usually provided by
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individual families and the cost may he somewhat higher* Third* some 
of these factors are also closely associated with specific types-of- 
farming more than others* For example, electricity is almost an in­
dispensable essential in the operation of modern dairy equipment* 
Fourth, the possession or nonpossession of many of the facilities and 
conveniences in homes of different social classes and residential 
group* depends upon the abilities and opportunities of various segments 
of the papulation to produce income to purchase them*
Although the degree of significance attributed to the value of 
any correlation coefficient is necessarily arbitrary, for purposes of 
this discussion the following interpretations are used* (1) a co­
efficient of *70 to 1*00 (plus or minus} signifies these is a high 
degree of association between the variables; (2) if the coefficient is 
greater than *U0 but less than *70 there is a marked relationship;
(3) if the coefficient is greater than *20 but less than *1*0 there is 
low correlation, and (U) if the coefficient la less than *20, the re­
lationship is negligible*2
Even a cursory examination of the data presented in Table XX leads 
to the conclusion that fertility is inversely related to Income, 
levels-of-living, and educational attainment of Illinois population* 
That is, groups with the highest rates of reproduction have the lowest 
incomes, levels-of-living, and educational status, while groups with
%©e, Calvin P* Schmid, in, Pauline V* Young, Scientific Social 
Surveys and Research (Sew fork* Prentice-Hall, Inc., lSSpXpp."299-300, 
’ rfS3Hock, Principles and Methods of Statistics (Rear York* 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 192^,pp.’To3-3oK«
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the lowest rates have the highest incomes, lovels-of-living, asad are 
mere highly ©duaabea* With this generalisation in mind, the relation­
ships between r&tee of reproduction and some specific socio-economic 
factors are examined in greater detail*
Among the residents of Illinois, the factor that was most closely 
associated with the fertility rate is the percentage of homes re­
porting running water* Ihe coefficient of correlation expressing this 
relationship between these factors was - • $+, a significantly high 
value* Other socio-economic factors that correlated significantly 
high with the total population fertility rate, with coefficients of 
- *$0 or larger Included* the percentages of homes reporting radios, \ 
central heat, mechanical refrigerators, homes owner-occupied, average 
values of owner-occupied homes, percentage of births occurring in 
hospitals and the average value of ten level-of-llving indices* It 
is interesting to note that the per capita buying income and fertility 
resulted in a lew correlation coefficient of - *33, while the educa­
tional attainment (measured by the proportion of the total population 
2$ years of age and over reporting six or more years of schooling) 
was negligibly associated with fertility*
An examination of the association between a number of socio­
economic indices and the respective fertility ratios among the urban, 
rural-nonfartft, and rural-farm populations, shows a consistently inverse 
relationship. It is, however, Interesting to note that although the 
values of the correlation coefficients for the rural^aonfar© or rural- 
far* groups are not significantly high, by comparison they are sub­
stantially higher than for the urban residents* For example, the
2 0 8
- coefficients for the r w  Al-»onf arm and rural-farm fertility ratios 
end ihe percentage# of homes reporting running water were *$0*
These coefficients are marked and are considerably higher than the 
correspondingly low value of - ,3U for the urban groups, Furthermore, 
the urban coefficients of - ,26 and - #20 for the homes reporting 
radios and mechanical refrigerators are slightly significant* By com­
parison the corresponding rural-far® coefficients were - *SJJ* and - *53 
and the rural-noafara coefficients were - *39 and - ,59* It Is also 
notable that the relationship between the rates of reproduction and 
the percentage of homes with electricity for the rural-nonfarm and 
rural-fara groups resulted in correlations of - ,1$ and - *56, while 
there was no correlation between electricity and the rate for urban 
residents, From the results of these correlations it may be concluded 
that fertility is inversely associated with socio-economic status, 
and that the association is more marked and of greater significance 
among rural than urban groups in Illinois,
An important factor in the level-of-living and in determining the 
general socio-economic status of any population group is the Amount 
of income available for purchasing the essentials of living. The data 
in Table XX shows that the per capita buying income in 19M* is in­
versely related to the fertility of Illinois population. The value 
of this coefficient was - *33 and is considerably less than that for 
the other factors discussed previously. The average gross income per 
farm and the farm fertility rate resulted in an almost identical co­
efficient (- *34), Hence, among all residents as well as among the 
inhabitants of farms, rates of reproduction are Inversely related to
Ttblt XX. Correlation Coefficients Between Fertility Ratios end Selected S oc io-Econoatic 
Fact ore in Illinois, by Residence, 1940.
Socio-eeonoaic factors Total
Fertility ratio and residence
- -  ---------------------------K R C
Urban noafara fan
cent hoses with running water, 1940 - .94 - .34 * .58 « . VA CO
Fey cent homes with electricity, 1940 • .91 - .00 7 - .49 -.56
For cent homes with radios, 1940 - .84 - .26 - .54 - .53
For cent homes with mechanical refrigeration, 1940 - .06 - .20 - .39 - .59For cent homes with central heat, 1940 - .89
For cent owner-occupied homes, 1940 • .87
Value owner-occupied homes, 1940 - .90 - .35
Monthly rental value tenant homes, 1940 - .28
Average per capita buying income, 1944 - .33
Ievel-of-living indices, 1940 - .88 - .60 — *56 -.56
Per cent population 25 years and over completed
6 or more years of school, 1940 - .18 -.45Per cent births occurring in hospitals, 1940 - .88
Infant mortality rate, 1940 ♦ .52
Average gross income per farm, 1940 - #34
Average value farm machinery and equipment, 1940 - .39lumber of tractors per 100 farms, 1940 - .39Per cent farms <m dirt roads, 1940 -.23per cent farms operated by tenant, 1940 - .23
Source s
The Illinois Hospital Surrey and Plan (Springfield; State Department of Public Health, 1947), 
tables 1^7 25, 28, 297 36,' 3l, ana 55#
Sixteenth Census of the Salted States, l£hO, Housing, "General Characteristics, Illinois, * 
Second Series (Washingtonj Soveruaeni Printing Office, 194$}, fables 22 and 23*
Sixteenth Census of the United States, 19UQ, Population, “Characteristics of the Population, 
Illinois, * Second Geri esH^ashington: Government' Printing Office, 1941), fable 27.
U. S. Bureau of Census, Halted States Census of Agriculture, 1945, “Illinois" (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1946), Vol. "i, Fart 5, fables 1 and 4.
210
income* Because the relationship between income data and fertility 
rates were not as closely related as in the case of a number of other 
socio-economic factors, it seems, therefore, that income per a© is 
not as significantly related to fertility as some of the things which 
it purchases and which are also considered as important measures of 
the general level-of-living and socio-economic status of population 
groups*
In its study of hospital facilities and needs, the Illinois 
Hospital Survey Committee^ constructed a measure of the level-of-living 
fear each county* In this measure ten socio-economic indices were useds 
the percentages of homes reporting running water, electricity, radios, 
central heat, mechanical refrigerators, owner-occupied homes, homes 
needing major repairs, homes with less than 1.01 persons per room, per­
centage of persons 2£ years and older who had completed six or more 
years schooling, and average value of owner-occupied homes. To avoid 
the influence of extreme variations in the value of any single item, 
each measure was reduced to standard deviation units before the com­
posite average was computed* When the fertility rates for the urban 
and total populations were correlated with this measure, the resultant 
coefficients were - ,88 and - .60, respectively, indicating that rates 
of reproduction and the level-of-living were significantly related*
The rural-nonfarm and rural-far® levels-of-living indices and the 
respective fertility rates resulted in coefficients of - .56* Hence, 
these results demonstrate conclusively that for the total, urban,
Illinois Hospital Survey and Plan (Springfieldt State De­
partment of Public Health, l$k7), tooTaotTTo Table 31, p. 172,
m
rural-aonf&rm, and flam groups in th© state, rates of reproduction were 
inversely related to levels-of-livin^ and that th© relationship is 
acre significant among urban than rural groups* that is, the highest 
rates of reproduction occurred among the groups with the lowest level™* 
of-living, and, conversely, lowest rates of reproduction were found 
among those persons with the highest l©vels-of-Hving.
Although the relationship between the proportion of persons 2$ 
years of age and over who had completed six or more years of school in 
lphO and the total farm population rates of reproduction were not ex- 
iremeiy high, amounting to - .18 and - *1*5# there was, nevertheless, 
an inverse association between educational status and fertility rates.
It is noteworthy that educational status among the total population is 
not as closely associated with fertility as among farm groups. It would 
appear, therefore, by comparison that educational attainment among farm 
groups does not result in lowering fertility to the same degree as In 
the case of the total population in Illinois.
Two extremely sensitive indices of the general well-being and 
socio-economic status of population groups are infant mortality rates 
sad the proportions of births occurring in hospitals. Since the infant 
death rate is computed by relating the number of infants who die in the 
first year of life to the total number of live births, it would be ex­
pected that the relationship between the infant death rate and th® fer­
tility rate would be positive. Th® coefficient of ♦ .$2 expresses the 
extent of this relationship. Thus, in the areas where birth rates are 
highest it would be expected that the infant death rate would also be 
high* The significant2y higher coefficient of - .88 between the per­
centage of births occurring In hospitals and the fertility rate
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demonstrate the extent to which the areas with low socio-economic status 
also lack adequate hospital facilities. That is, in the poorest areas 
it is highly probable that a large proportion of births are delivered 
In the hones. It, therefore, see&a that the narked positive relation­
ship between the infant death rate and the high negative association 
between the percentage of births occurring in hospitals are sensitive 
indices suggesting low socio-economic status and/or lack of hospital 
facilities where birth rates are highest in Illinois.
In Chapter V it was demonstrated that the residents of farms were 
tbs most fertile group in Illinois population. In the discussion im­
mediately preceding, it has been shown that there is an inverse relation­
ship between farm fertility rates and the average gross income per farm 
in 19l*Q. Presumably the extent to which agriculture i3 commercialized 
and mechanized is reflected in the number of tractors per 100 reporting 
farms, the average value of farm machinery and equipment, and the per­
centage of farms located on dirt roads. In general, these indices 
reflect the economic condition or status of Illinois farms. Although 
the respective coefficients of correlation between the fertility rate 
and these indices were relatively low amounting to — *39, - #39, and 
- ,32, respectively, they show that highest fertility rates occurred 
among families living on the poorest farms and lowest rates were among 
those on the best farms.
It is evident from the foregoing that in no instance were fertility 
rates farm groups positively associated with any of the measures
used to gauge socio-economic status. It, therefore, seems logical to 
conclude that farm families on the least highly mechanized farms with 
the lowest socio-economic status have a greater number of children than
m
families among which the opposite conditions are reflected.
These results do not support the findings of an earlier study by 
Larimer and Osborn. Utilising 1930 data, these authors grouped th© 
counties in Illinois into six classes using the value of gross farm 
income ranging from less than $1,600 to $4,800 and over* The authors 
reported that farm fertility rates increased significantly after gross 
farm income reached the $2,400-4*3,200 class. They concluded that*
•A similar rise in fertility with increased farm value also appears 
in several other states studied. . While It is entirely probable
that far-reaching changes did occur In the patterns of reproduction in 
the Illinois farm population between 1930 and 1940, it does not seem r 
probable that the relationship between socio-economic status and fer­
tility could have been completely reversed. If such a change was unlikely 
then these authors appear to have erred in their conclusion.
In this same analysis, Loriraer and Osborn explained that the highest 
birth rates in the most prosperous counties resulted from, R. • • high 
percentages of tenants and laborers included among the farm workers 
reported in these counties; and we have already noted in this general 
region higher fertility rates have been reported for farm tenants and 
farm laborers than far farm operators.* Although the coefficient of 
correlation between farm fertility rates and the percentage of tenant- 
operated farms was low and probably not significant, amounting to
^Frank Larimer and Fredrick Osborn, Dynamics of Population 
(few York* The Macmillan Company, 1934) pp* 90-91..
^Xbid., p. 90.
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- • 23# it would appear that the relationship between the proportions 
of tenancy* and fertility in the Illinois farm population is neverthe­
less inverse and not positive as suggested by these authors, the low 
negative relationship between the farm rate of reproduction and tenancy 
in Illinois is not difficult to explain* In general* Illinois tenants 
are usually found on the best farms where farm incomes and levels-of- 
llving are high and in general* their socio-economic status is similar 
to owner operators* It will be recalled from the previous discussions 
in Chapter 7* that the highest farm fertility rates were in the counties 
of southern Illinois* where the percentage of owner-operated farms was 
high* while lowest fertility ratios were in the highly commercialised 
and mechanised farming areas of east-central* northeastern, and north­
western areas* where tenant-operated farms are predominant* these data 
strongly suggest that Larimer and Osborn erred in their conclusions or 
else fertility patterns among tenants in Illinois changed drastically 
daring a span of one decade*
Thjs analysis of the relationships between fertility rates and 
socio-economic status among the different residential groups in Illinois 
may be summarised in the following statements!
1* there was a significant inverse relationship between rates of 
reproduction of the Illinois population and socio-economic status. 
Although the relationships for the urban, rur&l-nonfam, and rural-i'arm 
population groups were less marked than for the total* in all instances 
with the exception of the positive association between fertility and 
infant mortality* reproductive rates were inversely related to a number 
of specific socio-economic factors such as incomes, educational status* 
and levelc-of-living.
2* the factor that was most closely related to fertility is the 
possession of running water in the homes. However, for eight other 
socio-economic factors coefficients of more than - *80 resulted when 
correlated with the total population fertility rate.
3. fhe data point conclusively to the fact that highest fertility 
rates occurred in counties where levels of living were lowest} and, 
conversely, fertility was lowest where the scale of living was highest.
fiie inverse association between fertility and levels of living 
was highest for the total, intermediate for the urban, and lowest for 
the raral-aoafarm and rural-farm groups.
5* fiie rates of reproduction for the total and farm populations 
were inversely related to income. However, the degree of association 
between these variables was not so high as for levels-of-living and 
other socio-ec onaaic factors.
6* file data do not support the contention that there is a positive 
association between any measure of socio-economic status and farm rates 
of reproduction. On the contrary, the coefficients indicated that the 
higher the farm incomes, levels-of-living, degree of mechanisation, 
values of machinery and equipment, the lower was the fertility rata 
among Illinois farmers.
7. fiie relationship between the farm rate of reproduction and 
the percentage of tenant-operated farms was inverse and did not sup­
port the generalisation that high tenancy rates are positively as­
sociated with fertility.
CHAPTER IX
X L L X I O Z S  F E R T I L I T Y  C O M P A R E D  
W I T H  T H E  T b T t T d H  A T E S A I D  
f H E  6 0 8 1-B E L I R E d I 0 H
The literature discloses wide variations in rates of reproduction 
within the United States* Among numerous factors influencing dif­
ferences in rates of reproduction among the states and regions, reel* 
deaee and race are extremely significant, this chapter compares the 
rates of reproduction of the Illinois population with (1) the United 
States as a whole and the other 1*7 states, and (2) the cora-belt region 
and tan other states. Because of the importance of residence and race 
la fertility differences and the high degree of urbanity in Illinois, 
the discussion which follows is directed largely to comparisons of 
white and Begre fertility in urban, rural-nonfarta, and rur&l-fara 
groups.
Table XXI compares the rates of reproduction of Illinois whites 
and Megroes in the three major residential groups of the Bureau of the 
Census with similar groups in the nation as a whole and in the corn- 
belt. In carder to compare Illinois population fertility with the 
other h7 states, fertility ratios were computed for all 1*8 states.
The resultant ratios were then ranked according to magnitude for the 
racial and three major residential groups. These rankings are shown 
in Table tyt_ Although these comparisons reveal many interesting in­
sights into the comparative fertility of the Illinois population,
It smsmsd desirable to compare rates in Illinois with other states in
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the same socio-cultural region* ̂ Table XXIH shows the rankings of 
fertility ratios for whites and Negroes in the different residential 
groups in the eleven corn—belt states* Although residential compari­
sons are made for Illinois Negroes with the other states* the reader 
is cautioned that the number of rural Negroes in the state is not sig- 
nificant*
Table XXI* Fertility Ratios in Illinois Compared with the Corn-Belt 
Region and the United States* by Residence and Race* 1?U0*






Totai 260 33b 328
Urban 21*7 282 257
Sural-nonfars 370 3?2 3?8
Rural-farm 100 1*51* bB3
Kiite
Total 282 3b7 32b
httt m 282 256
RarajUaonfar* 36? 3?2 398
Rural-farm 1*06 bSb b6b
Negro
2 $ 1 368Total 270
Urban 21)0 257 21*6
Rural-nonfara 1*28 383 39?
Rural-farm 517 1*60 58b
Ifor an excellent description of the region see* Carl C, Taylor 
and Others. Rural life in the United States (New Torki Alfred A* Knopf* 
19h9) p* 36gBK The scales included are Illinois, Indiana* Iowa* 
Kansas* Minnesota* Missouri* Nebraska* Ohio, South Dakota,
ami Wisconsin* With the exception of North Dakota* all states in the 
east and west north-central geographic divisions of the Bureau of the 
Cenimg ere included* Eight of the corn-belt states were delineated 
as the middle states by Howard Odum in* Southern Regions in the 
{felted States (Chapel Hill: University of NoriS (Saroiina feess*“T$>36} * 
Chapter 1*
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Without regard to residence, Table XXX shews that Illinois* rate 
of reproduction was approximately one-sixth below that of the corn- 
belt region and the entire nation* Illinois * white fertility rate was 
about onfMHrth less than the United States1, but the state's ratio 
of 202 is 23 per cent leas than that of 3kl for the corn-belt* Al­
though Illinois Negroes were slightly less fertile than those in the 
■ corn-belt, their ratio of 261 was 1*6*6 per cent below that of 368 for 
the nation as a whole*
Table XIII and XXIII show that Illinois ranked forty-second among 
the i*8 states and eleventh among the corn-belt states In rates of re­
production* The corresponding rankings for whites and Negroes were 
forty-second and forty-seventh among the 1*8 states and eleventh among 
the corn-belt states* States with lower total and white fertility 
indices than Illinois include California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
lew Jersey, lew Tork, and Rhode Island* It Is noteworthy that five of 
these states are in the highly industrialised northeast^ and, with the 
exception of Connecticut, the other states in this area had higher 
proportions of their populations living in cities than Illinois in 
191*0. lew York was the only state with a lower Negro rate of repro­
duction than Illinois*
By cenparison with Illinois * low rank in fertility, states with 
the six highest rankings included New Mexico, Utah, Arizona, South 
Carolina, Idaho, and Mississippi* These are among the most rural and 
predominantly agricultural states in the nation* The high ranking of 
these states illustrate the importance of the southeastern, southwestern, 
sad mountain states *ae the regions of highest rates of reproduction*
Table XXIX* Ranking of Fertility Ratios for the FertjHBlght States, by Residence and Race, 19ltO#
• ______ Total________  White_______   Wears_______ _
Rural- BuraJU  Rural-
aon- Rural* non* Rural* non- Rural*
The States Total Urban fern fare Total Urban fare farm Total Urban fare farm
Alabsaa U 25 U 5 9 21* 10 7 16 25 27 16Arisons 3 k 6 1 8 1* 6 6 6 6 15 1*
Arkansas 10 37 22 12 6 33 17 5 19 1*2 38 30California 1*3 1*3 37 1*2 1*3 1*1* 36 1*2 1*0 30 21* 1*3
Colorado 23 17 7 16 21 18 7 11 3h 31 16* 3l*o
Connecticut b6 1*2 1*8 1*8 1*6 1*2 1*8 1*8 36 7 1*8 1*8*Delaware UO 36 1*2 39 ia 37 1*3 39 33 29 39 38Florida 31* U* 25 19 31* 1*3 22 21 35 1*3 35 26Georgia XU 29 29 10 16 25 30 13 17 35 26 17Idaho 5 3 1* 15 1* 3 5 9 12 1*6* 11** 23*
Illinois U2 1*1 38 35 1*2 1*1 37 35 1*7 37 37 31Indiana 13 13 26 38 31 13 26 37 1*5 19 1*6 1*6*loan 25 12 36 28 25 12 35 28 27 6 18* 13*Kansas 32 IB U3 31* 32 20 1*2 33 39 15 1*5 37*Kentucky 7 23 5 7 3 19 1* 3 38 kk 36 33
Louisiana 19 31* ii* 6 22 36 11 12 18 n 25 18Maine 22 6 17 29 20 6 H* 29 To i* 9* 9*Maryland 37 35 39 32 30 38 1*0 38 29 17 30 20Massachusetts 1*1* 30 hh 1*5 1*1* 31 1*1* 1*5 37 16 23* 29*Michigan 30 11 a 27 29 n 8 25 1*1* 21 1*3 21*
g
Table H U *  continued*
Tetel______   Whits________   Kigre
















Minnesota 27 21* 28 19 28 26 31 17 9 18 1 7*
Mississippi 6 1*0 35 9 10 32 28 15 31* 1*0 1*2 aMissouri 35 1*5 1*0 30 35 1*5 39 30 1*6 39 31 32Montana 16 10 12 16 19 10 18 19 2 3# It 6Nebraska 29 21 1*1 33 30 22 1*1 31 31 21* 12* 26*
Nevada 21* 20 13 31 26 21 15 32 S li*# 11* 21*#
New Hampshire 33 2 k 31* 1*1* 33 15 31* 1*1* 20* 9* 33# 1*New Jersey 1*7 1*6 1*7 1*7 1*8 1*7 1*7 1*7 1*2 22 U 36New Mexico 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1* 28 3 5New Tork 1*8 1*8 1*5 1*0 1*7 1*8 1*5 1*0 1*8 1*8 1*7 1*1*
North Carolina 12 26 18 8 11 27 16 12* 15 26 22 12North Dakota 9 9 21 13 7 9 21* 8* 1 13# 2* 3Ohio 38 28 23 37 36 30 25 36 1*3 23 29 1*2Oklahoma 17 19 20 11* H* 17 21 10* 22 31* 21 22Oregon 39 1*7 33 1*1 38 1*6 32 1*1 25 36 13* 1*0*
Pennsylvania la 32 36 39 31* 29 31* la 20 32 1*5Rhode Island k $ 31 2*6 1*6 1*5 35 1*6 1*6 22 k 17* 39#South Carolina k 16 15 3 13 23 20 18 11 12 19 11South Dakota 13 8 31 23 11* 8 38 23 3 2# 6 8
Tennessee 20 33 9 22 12 28 9 20 32 1*1 k k 27




















West Virginia 8 27 3 11 5 29 3 k 26 k$ 26 35#Wisconsin 28 15 19 26 27 16 19 2k 13 11 5 15*Wyoming 15 5 2k 17 16 5 23 26 5* 10a 7* 2*
eRatio based on less than 1,000 females years of age.
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A* Residential and Racial Comparisons, Although there are more 
marked variation* in rata* of reproduction among th© different resi** 
dential and racial groups within th© stats, Illinois* ranking* in 
urban, rural—nonf arm, and rural-farm rate© of reproduction compared 
with th© other hi state* and th© other ten corn-belt state* do not 
vary widely*
In addition to the specific rankings of fertility indices for the 
residential and racial group* shown in fables x m  and XXIII, Figures 21, 
22, and 23 have been reproduced from the oxcellent study by Beegle and 
Smith. These map* graphically show white and Hegro variations in rate* 
of reproduction in urban, rural-nonfara, and rural-farm area* among 
th* U3 state*. In constructing these map* the author* used the follow­
ing techniques. The area of the circle for each residence group was 
drawn to represent the else of the respective population*. The seg­
ment starting at nine o'clock and moving clockwise depicts the pro­
portion of Negro population. The segment starting at nine o'clock and 
moving counter-clockwise shows the proportion* of other "nonwhite® 
races. Where these racial groups comprised lees than one per cent of 
th* total population, their proportion* were not shown. Since other 
wltomrhite,, racial group* are relatively unimportant throughout moat of 
the United States, fertility ratio* were not computed for them. For 
example, the proportions of other "nonwhites" raee* are shown for the 
Mountain and Pacific state* where they are important, but their rates 
©f reproduction are not shown. The remainder of the circle represents



















Illinois U 10 6 9 11 10 7 9 11 10 8 7Indiana 2 k h H 7 3 k 11 10 9 11 H eIowa 3 3 7 S 2 2 6 5 S 2 5* 3*Kansas 6 6 11 8 8 5 11 8 6 5 10 9*Michigan 7 2 1 U 5 1 1 h 8 7 9 5*
Minnesota k 8 $ 1 k 7 $ 1 3 6 1# l*Missouri 9 11 9 6 9 11 9 6 9 11 7 8Nebraska 6 7 1 0 7 6 6 10 7 h k U* 6#
Ohio 10 9 3 10 1 0 9 3 10 7 8 6 10South Dakota l 1 6 2 I h 8 2 1* la 3# 2*
Wisconsin 5 5 2 3 3 8 2 3 2 3 2* k *
■sRatio based on less than 1,000 females 15-Uk years of age*
22k
the white population.^
1* Urban Comparisons* Table XII shows that the Illinois urban 
population was less fertile than those of the corn-belt region and th© 
Ohited States* Ihe rates of reproduction for Illinois urban white® 
and Negroes were lower than those for corresponding groups in these 
two geographic areas* The greatest difference in fertility occurred 
between urban whites in Illinois and the corn-belt region, the respect­
ive ratios were 2l*8 and 282* Among the 1*6 state®, Illinois white and 
Negro fertility ratios ranked forty-first and thirty-seventh, respect­
ively* The rankings for both groups were tenth among the corn-belt 
states. See Tables XXII and XXIII.
Figure 21 and Table XXII show that Connecticut, Florida, California, 
Missouri, Oregon, New Jersey, and New Xork ranking forty-second, forty- 
third, forty-fourth, forty-fifth, forty-sixth, forty-seventh, and forty- 
eighth, respectively, had lower urban white rates of reproduction than 
Illinois* Table XXII shows that 11 state© had lower urban Negro rates 
of reproduction than Illinois. Figure 21 is particularly significant 
and shows that such southern states as Arkansas, Florida, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia, although containing 
larger urban proportions of Negroes, had lower urban fertility ratio® 
than Illinois. Missouri and New fork ranking thirty-ninth and forty- 
eighth were the only states outside the South with lower urban Negro 
rates than Illinois* Missouri is, therefore, th© only state in th©
* J. Allan Beegle and T. lynn Smith, Differential Fertility in 
Louisiana (Baton Rouge i Louisiana Agricultural Experliaeni~"St'ailon 
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corn-belt with a significant proportion of Negroes ranking below 
Illinois* Highest ranking states in Negro urban rates of reproduction 
wars Connecticut* lows* and Rhode island* figure 21 shows that urban 
Negroes in Maryland and South Carolina ranked highest in fertility 
•song the southern states*
2* Rural-Konfarm Comparisons* The total and white rural-nonfarm 
residents in Illinois were less fertile than those in the corn-belt and 
the United States* On the other hand* Table XXI shows that Illinois! 
rural-nonfarm Negro rate of 1*28 was 11.9 and 6*7 per cent higher than 
the respective rates of 363 and 399 for the corn-belt and the entire 
nation. Rural-nonfarm whites and Negroes in Illinois ranked thirty- 
seventh among the forty-eight states (table XXII). Among the ten 
other corn-belt states* the respective rankings were seventh and 
eighth (Table XXIII).
Figure 22 and Table XXII show that the white rural-nonfarm rates 
of reproduction in Connecticut* Delaware* Maryland* Massachusetts* 
Kansas* Missouri* Nebraska* New Jersey* New fork* Rhode Island* and 
South Dakota ranked below Illinois* Table XXIII shows that in the 
corn-belt Michigan* Wisconsin* Chio, Indiana, Minnesota* and Iowa* re­
spectively* ranked higher than Illinois in white rural-nonfarm ratios. 
In the entire nation white rural-nonfarm population fertility ratios 
were highest in New Mexico* Utah* West Virginia* Kentucky* and Idaho* 
Although rural-nonfarm Negroes comprised only 2*2 per cent of the 
state's nonfarm population in 19b0, their rat© of reproduction was 
higher than those in such southern states as Arkansas* Delaware* 
Mississippi* Tennessee* and Texas. Ranking below Illinois in forty- 
eighth* forty-seventh, and forty-first places* respectively, were
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Connecticut* New York* and New Jersey, where Negroes also comprise 
minor proportions of the total population. See Figure 22* In the 
corn-belt, rural-nonfarm Negroes in Indiana, Kansas, and Michigan were 
less fertile than in Illinois. On the other hand, Negroes in rural- 
nonfana areas of Missouri and Ohio wer© more fertile (Table XXIII)*
Although Illinois * white and Negro rural—nonfarra rankings in rates 
of reproduction were improved slightly among the other k? states in 
comparison with the urban, it is important to keep in mind that the 
degree of urbanity, the number of metropolitan cities, and th© presence 
of a large urban-fringe population, are probably important factors in­
fluencing rural-nonfarm rates of reproduction. For example, it was 
previously shown that the rural-nonfarm rates in th® state*s most highly 
urbanised counties were higher than the rural-farm rates*
3. Rural-Farm Comparisons* In comparison with the other 1*7 states, 
Illinois * farm-residents ranked, higher than either the urban or rural- 
nonf&rm groups. Table XXI shows that Illinois* rural-farm white popu­
lation was less fertile than those in the com-belt and the nation as 
a whole* On the other hand, while rural-farm Negroes in Illinois worm 
leas fertile than those in th© entire nation, they were more fertile 
than those in the corn-belt region.
Figure 23 graphically shows that farm residents throughout the 
southern and mountain states were more fertile than farm groups in 
Illinois* In comparison with th© 1*8 states, Illinois* rural-farm whit® 
population ranked thirty-fifth. Th© corresponding rank among th® oom- 
bslt states was ninth* In general, farm residents in Illinois had 
higher rates of reproduction than comparable group® in many northeastern 
states, the Pacific Coast, and two com-belt state® (Indiana and Ohio).
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Figure 22. Fertility Ratios of the Rura1-Nonfarm Population of the United States by Race and State 
19^0. (Source! J. Allan Beegle and T. lynn Smith, Differential Fertility in Louisiana * 
Baton Rouge, 1 9 U 6 ,  p .  3 5 . )   :- “ - - - - - - - - - - ^
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Thus Table XXII shows that in the highly urbanised northeast, such 
states as Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
York, and Rhode Island ranked below Illinois in white farm rates, while 
California, Oregon, and Washington1 s farm rates of reproduction were 
lower than Illinois. In the corn-belt region, states north and west of 
Illinois including Minnesota, Wisconsin, Kansas, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, 
and South Dakota had higher farm rates, and Indiana and Ohio had lower 
rates.
Although Negroes were not numerically important in the farm popu­
lation of the state, they nevertheless ranked highest of any group in 
fertility. Among the states Illinois1 farm Negroes ranked thirty- 
first, and the corresponding rank among the corn-belt states was seventh. 
See Tables iXH and XXIII. States ranking below Illinois in Negro far® 
rates of reproduction included California, Delaware, New Jersey, New 
York, and Pennsylvania on the eastern seaboard and Washington in the 
northwest. In the com-belt Missouri and Ohio had lower Negro far® 
rates than Illinois. These were the only corn-belt states in which there 
were 1,000 or more females between 1$ and h$ years of age. It is sig­
nificant that the proportion of Negroes in Missouri1® farm population 
was slightly in excess of one per cent of the total population {Figure 23). 
The concentration of Negroes on farms in many southern states is in­
dicated by the high rates of reproduction shown in Figure 23 for such 
states as Virginia, the Carolinas, Georgia, Alabama, and Louisiana.
The foregoing comparisons of Illinois* population rates of repro­
duction with the nation as a whole, the other 1*7 states, and the states 
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Figure 23* Fertility Ratios of the Rural-Farm Population of the United States, by Race and State
19U0* (Source: J* Allan Beegle and T, Lynn Smith, Differential Fertility in Louisiana, 




3# Illinois * white and Negro ra tes of reproduction were below 
those for the nation as a whole and the region. Compared to the other 
1*6 states, Illinois ranked very low In fertility# This low rank 
characterises its whites and Negroes. Only six states ranked lower 
in white fertility than Illinois, while Sew York was the only state 
where Negroes were less fertile than in Illinois. Illinois whites and 
Negroes ranked below all other 10 states in th© corn-belt#
2# Urban whites in Illinois were among the least fertile in the 
entire United States# Three states in the highly urbanized northeast, 
one in the southeast, and two on the Pacific Coast had lower white rates 
than Illinois. Missouri was the only corn-belt state ranking below 
Illinois in urban white fertility. Negroes in Illinois ranked higher 
in urban rates of reproduction than comparable groups in seven southern 
states, New York in the northeast, two mountain states, and Missouri 
In the com-belt.
3# Bates of reproduction of Illinois rural-nonfarm whites were 
below those fen* the nation as a whole and the com-belt region. Seven 
states from Maryland to Massachusetts along the eastern seaboard had 
lower white rural-nonfarm rates than Illinois. Four corn-belt states 
ranked lower in white rural-farm fertility rates than Illinois# Rural- 
nonfarm Negroes ranked higher than comparable groups in five southern 
states, three eastern states, and three corn-belt states. Illinois 
ranked above two carxv-belt states with significant proportions of Negro
women in rural-nonfarm areas.
1*. In comparison with the other 1*7 states, Illinois rural-fam 
population ranked higher than either the urban or rural-nonfarm groups.
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Banking below Illinois in whit® rural-far ta rates of reproduction 
were eight states along the eastern seaboard* three on the Pacific 
Coast* and two in the corn-belt, Illinois farm. Negroes were the most 
fertile of all groups in the state in comparison with all 1*8 states, 
States in the East with comparable proportions of Negroes ranked lower 
than Illinois in farm fertility. In the corn-belt Missouri and Ohio 
ranked below Illinois in the rates of reproduction of its farm Negroes, 
The former was the only state in the region where Negroes comprised 
more than one per cent of the farm population.
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*&i» analysis of fertility differentials in Illinois has revealed 
•as* interesting demographic facts concerning the extent to which dif­
ferent peoples in the state are producing replacements for the future 
population* In this final chapter emphasis is placed upon same of the 
breeder implicetions of the findings and possible future trends among 
the population*
1* The review of the literature treating differential fertility 
discloses that these phenomena are not new and have been dealt with by 
Competent scholars for many centuries* Although differentials in rates 
of reproduction have existed for a long time and the rural-urban dif­
ferential was recognised at a very early date, adequate data and re­
search methods for studying these vital processes did not develop until 
after the middle of the nineteenth century*
2* Until recently, at least, the most important demographic fact 
has been the decline in fertility in most counties of the western 
elvlllsatiOB and in those areas of the world populated by the descendants 
of western European peoples* Hates of reproduction probably first 
started to decline in western and northern Europe and have now spread 
to practically all countries where industrialisation has developed* 
lith minor exceptions fertility has been declining in the United States 
since the beginning of the nineteenth century* Although the rate of 
dfrgl-W has varied among the regions since 1390, the trend in fertility 
has been downward in all geographic divisions and regions of the country* 
The downward trend in Illinois fertility has been very similar
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to that of the nation ae a whole. However, from I830 to 191*0, a period 
of 110 years, Illinois fertility was consistently downward during each 
successive decade and the net decrease was greater than that for the 
entire nation* During the decade 1930-I9k0, fertility decreased in 
9$ Illinois counties} urban fertility declined in 66 counties} rural- 
nenfan fertility in 78} and rural-farm fertility in 88 counties*
3« Among the numerous factors related to differential fertility, 
residence is highly significant* Thus, in Illinois the most important 
differential in rates of reproduction is between urban and rural resi- 
dKits* Rates of reproduction vary inversely with the eiae and density 
of population aggregates* The highest rates are among rural-farm 
groups, intermediate for the rural-nonfarm and lowest for the urban 
residents* Fertility ratios decrease consistently from the smallest 
rural population aggregate to the largest metropolitan cities* In 
general highest rates of reproduction are in the most rural areas of 
southern Illinois, while lowest rates are in the more highly urbanised 
areas la the northern part of the state* In addition to the tendency 
for highest rates to occur among residents of the most sparsely settled 
rural areas, the residents In the urban-fringe surrounding the state*s 
largest cities have higher rates of reproduction than farm groups 
living in the less densely settled contiguous territory* Thus, while 
most rural areas will continue to be the major producers of future 
papulation, these will also probably be the areas of most rapid decrease 
in reproduction. On the other hand, the fact that the rates among the 
urban-fringe residents are increasing and are now higher than those in 
ease of the less densely settled rural areas, suggests that an
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increasingly larger proportion of the state*a future children will 
be produced by this segment of the population. The extremely low 
rates now prevailing in cities atrongly indicate that future decreases 
may be relatively small. These data at least do not provide any 
bases for inferring that urban rates will increase markedly iu th© 
near future*
b* Although there are marked differences in rates of reproduction 
among the major types of farming areas in Illinois, the data support 
the hypothesis that residence more than type of farming has a greater 
influence on differentials in reproduction. While the results show 
that type of farming is nondifferential, nevertheless highest rates 
consistently occur in the Mixed Farming, Grain and Livestock, and Fruit 
sad Vegetable areas of southern Illinois. On the other hand, lowest 
rates are in the Dairy and Truck, livestock and drain, and Gash- 
Graln areas of northern and east-central Illinois. From these facts 
it is possible to infer that an unduly large proportion of the future 
children will be produced and educated in the poorest land areas of 
the state,
Sf The northeastern Dairy and Truck area stood out predominantly 
as so area of lew fertility. Although this pattern is consistent for 
the urban and rural-farm residents, the rural-nonfarm groups are more 
fertile than the rural-farm. While the entire area is obviously in­
fluenced greatly by the Chicago metropolitan district, nonetheless 
the fact that the rural-nonfarm rate of reproduction is considerably 
higher the urban and higher than th© rural-farm residents, sug­
gests that the urban-fringe population increasingly may become the 
highest fertility areas for producing future inhabitants.
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6* In 'the state as a whole Negroes are approximately one-tenth 
less fertile than whites. Urban Negroes are slightly less fertile 
than whites. Thus, it appears that the small family pattern is more 
pervasive among Negroes than whites in Illinois cities. The fact that 
sine out of ten Negroes live in cities where fertility is extremely 
low suggests that rates will not decline markedly and that future re- 
placements will come from migration into the cities and state. Rural- 
nonfarm and rural—farm Negroes are more fertile than corresponding 
groups of whites* Thus, it appears that ”rural” cultural patterns re­
garding large families is stronger among Negroes than whites and that 
rwal Negroes seem to resist to a greater extent the cultural patterns 
associated with small families than rural whites*
7* The fact that rates of reproduction among the Illinois popu­
lation in all residence groups are inversely associated with socio­
economic status supports the hypothesis that the largest number of 
children are being produced and reared by the groups that are least 
able to support them, while the higher socio-economic groups have the 
fewest children. Of further significance in a state like Illinois is 
the inverse association between fertility and socio-economic status 
and farm rates of reproduction. With a highly commercialised type- 
of-faraing in which tenancy predominates, farm birth rates may be 
expected to decline as the socio-economic well-being among farmers and 
their families increases. Thus, heavy migration to cities from the huge 
reservoir of surplus population on farms can be expected to decrease 
appreciably in the future*
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6* In comparison with the other V/ states in the nation and 
3D other states in the corn-belt region, Illinois ranks very low in 
rates of reproduction. This lew rank characterises whites and Negroes 
in all as jar residential groups. In many respects the state's repro­
ductive position in fertility resembles the highly urbanised industrial 
states of the northeastern and Pacific Coast regions. Based on the 
cooperative rankings in total population and fertility among the other 
U7 states, Illinois is a deficit producer of population. The prospects 
are that continued growth of population will be largely Influenced by 
the volu&e of migration into the state and particularly into its cities. 
At the present time Illinois is not reproducing, rearing, and educating 
hear share of the nation's future population.
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Appendix fable 1* Changes in Fertility Ratios by Counties end Residence, Illinois, 1930-19UO,
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State Total 395 338 >11*. 9 351* 387 -18.9 512 1*56 -10.9 593 532 -10.3
Adams 103 367 -11.1 371 313 -15.6 1*60 1*62 0.1* 523 1*97 - 5.0Alexander 1*39 1*91 11*8 308 310. 10.7 658 716 8.8 789 813 3.0Bend 532 1*78 -10*2 31*9 333 - l**6 611 500 -18.2 591 556 - 5.9
Boone 1*38 1*05 - 7.5 360 327 - 9.2 1*35 1*68 7.6 570 1*93 -13.5Breen 1*96 529 6.6 — — — 380 1(29 12.8 1*67 593 U.6
Bureau 1*88 1*23 -13.3 371* 360 - 3.8 539 1*58 —15.0 521* 1*87 - 7.1
Calhoun 718 607 -15.5 — - — — 639 557 -12.8 758 632 -16.6
Carroll 1*57 1*10 -10.3 396 353 -10.9 1*15 380 - 8.1* 535 1*82 - 9.9Gees 1*89 1*86 - 0.6 389 1*35 11.8 1*95 1*78 - 3.1* 619 561* — 8.9Champaign 1*1*6 376 -15.7 3b2 2 99 -12.6 51*2 1*66 16.3 61*6 531 -16.1
Christian 1*91 1*71 - lul 1*10 391 - 1*.6 1*81 1*95 2.9 600 557 - 7.2Clark 1*99 1*1*2 -ll.lt — — — 1*81* 1*38 -9.5 512* 531* 3.9Clay 577 506 -12.3 1*51* 376 -17.2 579 529 - 6.6 6 6 0 602 — 8*8Clinton 638 527 -17.1* 21*8 327 75.8 565 506 -10.1* 791 676 -Hu 5Coles SOU 1*05 -19.6 1*37 31*3 -21. S 651* 512 -21.7 623 51*2 -13.0
Cook 31*2 281 -17.8 31*0 259 —23.8 1*91 1*20 -Hu 5 569 1*01* -29.0Crawford 1*89 1*63 - 5.3 366 328 -10.1* 532 1*82 - 9.1* 508 51*2 6.7Cumberland 579 582 - 6.1* — - — — 51*3 1*52 —16.8 ' 600 611 1.8
BeKalb 1*52 385 -lit. 8 371 319 -11*. 0 1*78 1*11* -13.1* 551* 1*87 -12.1DeWltt 1*98 1*50 - 9.6 31*5 335 - 2.9 5U* 1*61 -10.3 636 569 -10.5








Douglas 5b6 1*73 -13.1* 391 371 - 5.1DuPage 1*1*9 350 >22.1 1*20 325 -22.6
Edgar SOS 1*1*9 -IX. 6 1*28 371* -12.6Bchmrds 1*63 510 5.6 — — —
Effingham 598 1*91 -17.9 1*1*0 1*07 — 7.5
Fayette S9b 500 -15.8 1*18 31*2 —18.2
Ford 510 1*62 - 9.1* 393 370 - 5.9Franklin 528 1*1*8 -15.2 1*1*6 271 -39.2Fulton 505 1*63 - 8.3 1*78 385 -19.5Gallatin 573 631 10.1 — —
8t m m 566 533 -5.8 1*76 1*36 - 8.1*
Grwû jr 516 1*29 -16.9 1*62 3 9 9 -13.6Hamilton 601 520 -ll*.9 — —Hancock 1*83 1*1*6 - 7.7 — _ —
Bardin 720 602 -16.1* — — —
Henderson 552 522 -5.1* -| ■ ! | ............ _ _
Henry 1*39 boo - 8.9 399 366 - 8.3Iroquois 509 1*76 - 6,5 331 360 8.8Jackson 530 1*70 -11.3 360 380 5.6Jasper 577 51*6 - 5.1* — — - — .Jefferson 521* 1*58 -12.6 1*10 386 - 5.8
Jersey 582 516 -11.3 397 326 -17.9Jo Daviess 1*92 50b 2.1* 1*01 1*29 7.0
Johnson 672 625 - 7.0 _ _ _
SAne 376 330 -12.2 31*7 297 -Ut.lt
Kankakee 1*1*0 31*9 -20.7 1*11 357 -13.1
Bttral-Wonfnc %ur*l~FMrm
1930 191(0 cant 1930 191*0 sent
510 1*15 —18.6 61*6 56b - 9.9
517 1*25 -17.8 562 381 -32.2
526 b73 -10.1 577 518 -20.2
1*76 U56 — b.2 b88 563 19.5
580 1*1*3 —23.6 72b 612 -15.5
' 526 b71 -10.5 706 6lb -13.0
1*37 1*03 - 7.8 607 568 — 6.b
63b 51*6 -13.9 61*3 507 -21.21*88 b76 - 2.5 550 521 - 5.3
1*63 593 22.6 657 672 2.3
537 505 - 6.0 6b5 623 - 3.b
52b 1*28 -18.3 570 1*67 -16.1
1*1*9 Sbl 20.5 691 6o5 —12.b
b05 398 -1.7 556 523 - 5.9668 1*80 -28.1 783 728 - 7.0
502 506 1.2 593 53b —10,0
1*20 1*03 - b.0 525 b69 —30.7i))ffy 1*03 - 9,2 593 568 - b.2
659 525 -20.3 7bb 585 -21. b1*69 1*89 b.3 628 576 - 8.3
617 5b8 -11.2 637 521 -18.2
815 6b0 -21.5 663 583 -22.11*1*9 U79 6.7 565 565 **
553 520 - 6.0 739 690 — 6.61*86 b52 - 7.0 573 501 -12.6
361 278 —23.0 6b0 l*9b -22.8
fO
&





M a t 3930 191*0
Ver
seat
U93 1*37 -13.1* . , irT
snxc 1*35 375 -  9.6 371 332 —10.5
lake 1*23 360 -lit . 5 1*08 333 -38.1*
LaSalle 1*87 1*02 -17.5 1*56 358 -23 .5
Lawrence 563 507 -12.7 501* 1*58 -  9.1
Lee 1*3U 1*00 -  7.8 1*20 367 -32.6
Livingston 539 1*20 -22.1 387 337 -32.9
Logan 1*39 329 -23.5 319 228 —28.5
McDonough 1*63 1*37 -  5.6 398 360 -  9.5
McHenry 1*37 1*37 -  2*. 6 363 21*3 -32.7
McLean 1*52 381* -35.0 356 323 -  9.8
tfCOQB 1*39 366 -36.6 385 313 -18.7
Macoupin 1*61* 393 -35.3 1*36 331* -19.7
Madison 1*52 372 -17.7 1*70 31*9 -25.7
Marion 506 1*53 -30.8 396 31*7 -12.3
Marshall SU3 1*56 -16.0 - --- _
Mason U93 1*61* -  5.5 367 1*27 16.3
Massac 522 1*71* -  9.2 1*39 387 -33.8
Menard 502 1*76 -  5.2 — . —
Mercer 539 503 -  3.1 —— a— —
Monroe 1*96 1*18 -35.7 1- --r
Montgomery 1*91* 1*1*2 -10.5 1*1*1 357 -39.0
Morgan 399 380 -  lt.8 282 379 3U.lt
Moultrie 573 512 -30.6 —
Ogle i*6U 1*1*7 -  3.7 1*08 3 * -13.2
Rwr.l-llonf.ra
B A H
1950 19k0 cent 1930 X9h0 oent
1*81* 1*20 -33.2 501* 1*56 -  9.5
1*91 1*73 -  3 .7 520 1*1*7 -11*. 0
U66 1*33 -  7.5 532 1*56 —10* 9
552 1*66 —33.6 575 521* -  8. 9
588 1*90 -16.7 652 566 —13.2
HO* 309 -10.2 555 573 2.9
1*88 375 -23.2 655 509 -22.3
1*71* 392 -17.3 51*3 1*85 -10.7
1*59 1*63 0.1* 537 511* -  U.3
1*27 UOl* -  5.1* 51*3 520 -  U.2
500 U69 -  6.2 635 1*81 -2U.2
621 563 -  9.3 575 1*1*7 -22.3
1*72 391* -16.5 551 1*95 -30.2
563 1*39 -22.0 1*71 1*26 -  9*6
59U 533 -30.3 673 626 -  7.0
1*65 U32 -  7.1 636 1*90 -23.0
U85 1*16 -11*.2 567 535 -  5.6
573 538 -  6 .3 593 563 -  5.1
505 U63 -  8.3 1*92 521 5.7
1*93 51*5 30.5 51*3 529 — 2.6
1*36 1*39 -  3.9 '567 1*17 -26.1*
1*56 1*72 3.5 588 5U7 — 7.0
1*55 1*59 0.9 602 576 -  U.3
1*95 1*95 #* 61*3 587 -  8.7
1*05 1*33 6.9 5U1 527 -  2.6
to
i&








Peoria 369 31*6 - 6.2 348 307 -11.8
Perry 522 1*80 - 8.0 421 379 -10.0Platt 589 1*95 -16.0 — — _
Pike 539 1*82 •10.6 — - _ —
Pope 648 581* - 9.9 — —
Pulaski 587 601 2.4 . -■. i--r
Patna* 541 1*55 -15.9 _ < _ —
Randolph 527 1*51 -14.4 452 385 -14.8
Richland 1*70 1*56 - 3.0 387 362 — 6.5
Rock Island 396 371 -6.3 378 337 -10.8
St* Clair 1*27 353 -17.3 395 329 -16.7
Saline 529 1*55 -14.0 425 387 - 8.9Sangason 390 331 -15.1 327 255 -22.0
Schuyler 531 1*93 - 7.2 _ — —Scott 569 1*67 -17.9 — — --
Shelby 529 506 - 4.3 391 342 -12.5
Stark 1*89 511 4.5 — - _ • — —Stephenson 1*29 382 -11.0 386 326 -15.5
Taseeell 512 1*63 - 9.6 492 429 -12.8Union 563 482 -14.4 370 340 - 8.1
Vermilion 1*79 417 -12.9 402 354 -U.9Wabash 509 1*16 -18.3 428 348 -18.7Warren 1*89 416 -14.9 402 368 - 8.4Washington 558 1*29 -23.1 _ _ —Wayne 581 568 - 2.2 355 330 - 7.0
Rnral-Monfam fiuraX-fara
h r  "hr"
1930 I$i0 cant 1930 19ii0 eent
436 455 4 .4
641 594 -  7.3
509 475 -6 .7










501 458 -  8.6
539 387 -28.2
477 471 -  2.2
438 44 l 0 .7





456 450 -  1.3















































Appendix Table 1* concluded*
County









White 551) Wl) -16.2 1)08 315 -22.8 533 1)83 -  7.6 629 51)6 -13.2
Whiteside 5Uo 1)80 -U.1 I168 W k -11.5 608 593 - 2.5 638 529 -17.1Will 1)1)8 363 -19.0 371) 303 -19.0 527 106 -12.1 1)71) 1)17 -12.0
WUlianson 512 1)55 - 11.1 1)30 373 -13.2 637 550 -13.7 578 573 - 0.9Winnebago 1)07 3U5 -15.2 359 293 -18.1) 571 507 11.2 531) 1)81 - 9.9Woodford 511 W)7 -12.5 1)06 102 1.5 611 1)91 -19.6
*Does not include counties in which there were no urban centers o f 2,500 or sore population in either 
1930 or 19h0*
Appendix Table 2* Fertility fiatlee In ttoineerporated# Territory and Incorporated Population
Aggregates of Different Sines, by Counties and Type-of-Faming Arena. 
Illinois 19k0.
























and Truck 315 361 238 31*6 301 271 262 2kS 201
Boone 379 ------ 293 ~  11 n 293 1 ... |Cook 233 353 236 3S8 305 255 265 222* 201
BuPage 351 369 271 m 307 276 255 —
Xane 371 381 256 345 162 269 — 251 —lake 361* 368 282 333 395 302 236 282 _
Xclenry 1*1*5 3>t6 298 302 297 296 — — — —
Northwestern, Mixed 
livestock l*oU l*o6 277 320 319 238 288 285 237
Carroll 361 331 278 272 283 ■ - ■ IT 1TDeSalfe 365 310* 261* 336 289 238 _ —
Jo Daviess m 1137 31*1* 352 338 _ _ — _lee 282 223 319 366 — _ _ _ _
Ogle 2*28 1*1*6 292 292 292 _ _ _ — — _
Rock Island 1*58 5o6 286 JtQ? 333 — 285 285Stephenson 383 396 269 291 _ _ _ — 269 _
Shiteside 1*65 51*5 31*2 33ii 351 _ _ 330 —
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Appendix Table 2* continued*
County end 
Type-af-Farulng area
__________ fertility ratios fry alia of papaktloii aggregate ___
ftdiaofjH ineorp-i»"4S6 2^566 i,6oo Id, 66o i^ 6 6 6  56,666 1
orated orated to to to to to to
territory RMFIfVee centers 2,500 5*000 10,000 2$,000 50,000 200,000***
Marion k n 467 289 426 _ 311 27b — —
I m y w > — 305 — 203 31b — _Richland 445 — 304 — _ 30b _ — —
Wayne 1)93 — 269 2?2 _ — — —
VlUiaaeon 1)31* 433 295 286 367 288 — — —
Southeast. Grain and
livestock 109 311 322 360 286 322 305 —
Sdsards 1)31 404 322 322Gallatin l)8it 423 479 479 _ — _
Laurence 1)32 468 358 342 — 363 _ _ —Saline 1)07 433 307 308 313 305 ... _
Wabash 392 _ 284 — _ 28b _ _
White 391 340 290 335 256 -- — --
Southern* Froit and
?egetable 1)78 443 311 365 28b 283 283 — ---
Alexander 592 ------------ 283 -r -| - - - — 283 .
Hardin 521 393 366 366 _ _ . . . . . . . . .  -Jacison 1)30 419 310 b50 _ 275 — . . . - - ------------Johnson m 412 401 boi — _ _ _ _
Massac 1)1)0 472 303 2 9 2 — 305 _
Pope 488 459 293 m _ — —
Appendix Table 2* concluded*
County end orated orated te to to to te to
type-of -farming area territory RMFNV»» centere 2,$00 %000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000***
Pulaski 4*97 1*81 375 375Union 1*33 275 315 371 28b — -- --
State 1*00 388 251 331 306 28b 272 257 229
♦Unincorporated population includes incorporated villages of leas than 1,000 inhabitants.
**Rural-4taafarm-!ronvillage includes incorporated villages of less than 1,000 inhabitants and the unin­
corporated rural-nonfarm inhabitants*
♦♦♦Chicago (23$) and Peoria (2$$) h«da<xr« than 100,000 inhabitants but are nos shorn separately*
m
Appendix fable 3* Fertility Ration in the Incorporated Centers of
1*000 te 2*500 Population* Illinois, 19U0.
Saxe of Fertility Saxe of Fertility






























Oerro Corde 272Ghatsirerth 302
Ghenoa 338
Ohillioothe 315




Cobden 33?Celoheeter 312Columbia f 303
Coulterville 382Crete 352Grotty £38Cuba 3?5Dallas 302
Deerfield 376
Delsvsn 302
Depue 3?7Divernon 333Dixmoor 376







Famer City 307Farmington 323






Glen Carbon 3 »Goloonda 293Grafton 5bUGrand Tower U9oGranville 332
Appendix fable 3, continued*
Maas of Fertility Hunt of Fertility
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32b Morton Grove m
b37 Mound City U55252 Mounds 293
351 Mt* Oerroll 250
b29 Mt. Morris 260
286 Mount Prospect 362
355 Bit* Pulaski 306





273 Beoga 250321 New Athens 200




337 Morris City 375
291 Northbrook 35?332 North QhilUoothe 3U1














Appendix (tut 3. eonoludatU
Same of 
tntffiF Fortuityratio Bono of cantor Fertilityratio
Pels 316 Stonington 367Posen 33U Stumor 336Hwyhit«kiB asp Swansea 287Hantoul 353 Thornton 392Bad Bad 260 Tilden bob
Bldseusy W b Tilton b67Riverton 27b Tinley Park 296Roanoke 311 Toluca 322Babkins b8l Toulon 28bRoekdels 3b3 fronton 269
Roefcton 291 Tray 25bRoseville 19b Vienna boi
Roilelm 366 Villa Grove 290
Roseville 325 Virginia 3S6IttSU 370 Ifamae b81
Royalten 326 Warren 319
BMdnllls 277 Warsaw 3l»6
St. Ansa 327 Washington 399
St. Rime 32b Waterloo 310St. Franeiaville 361 Waverly 2b3
Sandoval bb6 West City 388
S M M r 333 West Dundee 322Sbnrnteitam W9 Wilmington 308
SttUn 221 Winchester 212
South Chicago
Heights 1|66 Windsor 300
South Holland bl7 Witt 36b
South Pekin 361 Worden 382
Steelevllle 279 Wyoming 388Stlekney 262
Steoktea 37b Total 331
265
Appendix table lu Fertility Ratios in the Incorporated Centers
of 2,500 to 5,000 Population, Illinois, X9l*0.
S*ae of Fertility Name of Fertility


































































































































Appendix table k+ concluded.
Wsae of Fertility Name of Fertility
center ratio center ratio
Shelbyrills 263 Washington Park 33?Silvea 333 Wataeka 2?2
South Beloit 3 # West Chicago 266
Sparta 333 Western Springs 261
Staunton 2$ 9 Westmont 3 k 9
Stager 366 Westville 292
Sullivan 2ia White Hall 371




Appendix Table 5* Fertility Rati00 in the Inoorporaied Centers









Arlington 320 Marion 27bBatavia 255 Metropolis* 30sBeardstomn 31*2 Monmouth 292
BaHsood 31b Morris 319Belvldere 293 Mount Carmel 26kBenton 303 Murphyeboro* 266Carbondale* 263 Napierville 291Gharleeton 262 Niles Center 317Charter 295 Normal Tom 25bGlisten 262 North Chicago* 329
CaUinaviUa 2hk Olney 30bDeJUlb 238 Pane 3bbBaa Plaines 296 Paris 30bDomners Grove 2b5 Peru 237
BuQuoiJi* 3Xla Pontiac* 27bBast Paeria U25 Princeton 2b3Edsmrdsville 232 River Forest 203
Effingham 335 Riverside 22$
Tiara 306 St* Charles 276
Glsaooe 177 Salem 311
Glen Ellyn 269 Spring Valley 270
fiarrin 28b Summit* 291
Hinsdale 209 Taylorvilli 278Hoopston 362 Vandalia 281
Johnson City 32b Venice* 361lake Forreet 186 Villa Park 293Lsirrenerrille 363 Wheaton 251
Utchfteld 290 Wood River 2bl
Leeward 326 Woodstock 296
Macomb 301 Zion bl7
Madison 312 Total 285
*The percentage of Negroes in theso center® werei Carbondale (18* b), 
DaQqoJn (7.6), Metropolis (9-6), Murphyeboro (10*b), North Chicago 
(7.5), Pontiao (8*3), Summit (8,3), and Venice (3U-5)*
268
Appendix Table 6* fertility Ratio* In the Incorporated Gen ter a
of 10,000 to 25,000 Population in Illinois, 
tor Race, 1940.
Fertility ratio
Kamo of cantor fotai  ~...’ ' tfhite '*"'"' " ' degree
Blue Island 284 234 —
Brookfield 302 302 ~~~
Carlo 263 263 263
Calumet City 273 273 ~—
Canton 315 315 —
Centralis 274 322 113
Champaign 253 244 370
(Mileage Height* 276 274 310
310 310 —
Beat Moline 285 264 —
Klaburst 255 255
E l m a d  327 327Forrest Perk 246 248
Freeport 269 266
(fruit* City 269 289Harrisburg 305 306
Harvey 330 328 402
Highland Park 236 242 #*
Jacksonville 228 231 194
Kankakee 270 269 283
lewinea 304 303
La Orange 200 197 287
La Salle 239 239 —
Lincoln 182 185 — —
Matte* 278 279 —
Melrose Park 342 342 —
lit* Vernon 288 292 21?
Ottawa 324 325
Basic Midge 222 222 —
Pekin 309 309 — —
Sterling 330 330
Streeter 304 305
DErbane 251 250 ""**
Meat Frankfort 307 307 «—
Willmette 218 224 **
linnetke 152 158 **
Total 272 274 232
afiatioe computed for caiters reporting loo or more Females 15-44 
year* of age*
♦♦Highland Park, Hillraette, and Winnetka reported three, five, and 
no children under five years of age*
16#
Appendix fable 7. Fertility Ratios in the Incorporated Centers
of 2£,000 to 50,000) £0,000 to 100,000, and 
100,000 Population and Over in Illinois, by 
Race, 191)0.
Population sise group 
and nane of center Fertility ratiofetal fbiie degree
15,000 to 50,000
Alton 292 291 296Aurora 275 27UBelleville 220 219 m m m *Berwyn 211 211 ■VMS—Bloomington 265 266 _Danville 269 266 30sQgin 221 221Qalesburg 270 270 270Joliet 2U1 236 393Maywood 249 z k S 321Moline 272 z nQuincy 257 255 3k7Mode Island 295 293 372Vaukegan 282 281) 2ML
fetal 257 256 30U
50,000 to 100,000
Cicero 227 227 1Decatur 258 257 288East St. Louie 270 26 k 269
Evanston 200 200 199
Oak Park 177 177 ——-Rockford 237 237 273
Springfield 233 23it 215
Total 229 227 261
100,000 and over
Chicago 234 23U 23UPeer la 255 251) 279
Total 235 235 23b
^Ratios computed for centers reporting 100 or more females 154)1) 
years of age*
v m
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